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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

This report contains NOAA Fisheries, Northwest Region’s recommendations for
designating critical habitat under section 4 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for 12
salmon and steelhead evolutionarily significant units (ESU) that are listed under the ESA
as of the date of the final designation (August 15, 2005). We developed our
recommendations consistent with statutory requirements and agency regulations. The
ESA and supporting regulations emphasize the central role of habitat in endangered
species conservation. It defines critical habitat as specific occupied areas that contain
physical or biological features that are essential to conservation and that may require
special management considerations or protection, and specific unoccupied areas if the
area itself is essential for conservation.

ESA section 4 requires us, using the best scientific information available, to designate
critical habitat to the maximum extent prudent and determinable at the time a species is
listed, but in any event not more than one year later, to the maximum extent prudent,
based on such information as is available at the time. We are precluded from designating
critical habitat on military lands covered by an Integrated Natural Resource Management
Plan if the Secretary has determined in writing that the plan benefits the species. Before
designating any particular area as critical habitat, we must consider the economic impact,
impact to national security, and any other relevant impact of designation. The agency has
discretion to exclude an area from designation if it finds that the benefits of exclusion
outweigh the benefits of designation, unless exclusion will result in extinction of the
species. We have discretion in how we balance benefits of designation and exclusion.
The statute does not require that any areas be excluded.

Once critical habitat is designated, section 7(a)(2) requires federal agencies to ensure any
actions they authorize, fund or carry out are not likely to result in the destruction or
adverse modification of designated critical habitat. Section 7 also requires federal
agencies to ensure such actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of the listed
species.

The statute and supporting regulations require us to identify areas meeting the definition
of critical habitat; consider the impacts of designation on economic, national security, and
other relevant interests; and weigh the benefits of designation against various potential
benefits of exclusion. This must be done in a limited time, using best information
available during that time, and with public notice and participation. In designating
critical habitat for the 12 salmon and steelhead ESUs, we sought an approach that
adhered to these statutory requirements and ultimately exercised the agency’s
discretionary authority within the framework of congressional, executive and agency
policy.

Identify specific areas meeting the definition of critical habitat




Areas that meet the definition of critical habitat include specific areas: 1) within the
geographical area occupied by the species at the time of listing, if they contain physical
or biological features essential to conservation, and those features may require special
management considerations or protection; and 2) outside the geographical area occupied
by the species if the agency determines that the area itself is essential for conservation.
To determine “the geographical area occupied by the species at the time of listing” we
used the best available data, compiled by the fish and wildlife agencies of Oregon,
Washington and Idaho. We determined the physical or biological habitat features
essential to salmon and steelhead conservation based upon their unique life history,
focusing on “primary constituent elements” as directed by our regulations. Based on the
biology and population structure of the species, and the characteristics of the habitat it
occupies, we selected watershed boundaries to delineate “specific areas” within the
meaning of the statutory definition. We verified the presence of physical or biological
features and determined whether they may require special management considerations or
protection. Finally, we considered whether we had sufficient information to determine
whether any unoccupied areas are essential for conservation. We determined we had
sufficient information for three areas for one ESU totaling eight stream miles.

Consistent with recent amendments to the ESA, and in consultation with the Department
of Defense, we identified 12 military areas with Integrated Natural Resource
Management Plans. We determined, in writing, that these plans as implemented provide
benefits to the listed ESUs that are equal to or greater than what we would expect to
achieve in a section 7 consultation. These areas are ineligible for designation.

Conduct a section 4(b)(2) analysis

Section 3(5) defines critical habitat as “specific areas,” while section 4(b)(2) requires the
agency to consider certain factors before designating any “particular area.” Depending
on the biology of the species, the characteristics of its habitat, and the nature of the
impacts of designation, “specific” areas might be different from, or the same as,
“particular” areas. For this designation, we analyzed two types of “particular” areas.
Where we considered economic impacts, we used the same watershed-based delineation
that we used for “specific” areas (the occupied stream reaches within a watershed). This
delineation allowed us to use a cost-effectiveness framework for recommending
economic exclusions. Where we considered impacts on national security, impacts on
Indian tribes, and impacts on our program to promote voluntary conservation agreements,
however, we instead used a delineation of “particular” areas based on ownership or
control of the area. This delineation allowed us to compare and balance the benefits
associated with land ownership and management.

The use of two different types of areas required us to account for overlapping boundaries
(that is, ownership may span many watersheds and watersheds may have mixed
ownership). The order in which we conducted the 4(b)(2) balancing became important
because of this overlap. To ensure we were not double-counting the benefits of
exclusion, we first considered exclusion of particular areas based on land ownership and
determined which areas to recommend for exclusion. We then considered economic
exclusion of particular areas based on watersheds, with the economic impact for each



watershed adjusted based on whether a given type of ownership had already been
recommended for exclusion.

Our previous designation of critical habitat for these ESUs was vacated by court order
following a challenge to the designations (National Association of Homebuilders v.
Evans, No. 00-CV-2799 (D.D.C.)) (NAHB). In the earlier designations we concluded
there would be no impact from the designations, because we were only designating
occupied areas. Federal agencies must ensure their actions are not likely to result in the
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat and are not likely to jeopardize the
species’ continue existence. In occupied habitat, we had reasoned that any action that
adversely modifies critical habitat would also jeopardize the species, thus there would be
no impact of designation beyond the impact already imposed by the listing and the
accompanying jeopardy requirement.

While the case against us was pending, the Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit
vacated the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s critical habitat designation for the
southwestern willow flycatcher (New Mexico Cattle Growers Association v. U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, 248 F.3d 1277 (10" Cir. 2001)) (NMMCA). The Tenth Circuit found
the Service’s approach rendered meaningless Congress’s requirement that economic
impacts be considered in the designation process. The Court concluded that, to give
“effect to Congressional directive,” the Service must analyze the full impacts of
designation, regardless of whether those impacts are co-extensive with other impacts
(such as the impact of the jeopardy requirement). Given the decision in the Tenth
Circuit, and the similarity between the Fish and Wildlife Service’s analysis and ours, we
sought a voluntary remand of the designations, which the District Court in our case
granted.

On remand, we have examined our extensive consultation record with these as well as
other ESUs of salmon and steelhead. Based upon that record, we could not discern a
difference between the impacts of applying the jeopardy provision versus the adverse
modification provision in occupied habitat. Given our inability to detect a measurable
difference between the impacts of applying these two provisions, the only reasonable
alternative seemed to be to follow the recommendation of the Tenth Circuit and measure
coextensive impacts. Because section 4(b)(2) requires a balancing of competing
considerations, and because our record did not support a distinction between impacts
resulting from application of the adverse modification provision versus the jeopardy
provision, we have concluded that we must uniformly consider coextensive impacts and
coextensive benefits. To do otherwise would distort the balancing test contemplated by
section 4(b)(2). We recognize that, in reality, excluding an area from designation will not
likely avoid all of the impacts we considered, because the section 7 requirement
regarding jeopardy still applies. Similarly, much of the section 7 benefit would still apply
because the jeopardy requirement still applies. Nevertheless, for exclusions based on
economic impacts, the analytical framework we are recommending provides a
meaningful comparison of the relative benefits and impacts. For exclusions based on
impacts to national security, impacts to tribes, and impacts to our program to promote



voluntary conservation agreements, our balancing also takes into account the difficulty of
apportioning impacts between the two different prongs of the section 7 requirement.

Analytical framework for determining and weighing impacts and benefits

The balancing test in section 4(b)(2) contemplates weighing benefits that are not directly
comparable — the benefit to species conservation that comes from critical habitat
designation balanced against the economic benefit, benefit to national security, or other
relevant benefit that results if an area is excluded from designation. Section 4(b)(2) does
not specify a method for the weighing process, nor do our regulations. Legislative
history suggests that the consideration and weight given to impacts is within the
Secretary's discretion (H.R. 95-1625), and section 4(b)(2) makes clear that the decision to
exclude is itself discretionary.

To ensure consistency in the exercise of our regulatory authority, we first examined
congressional, executive and agency guidance to discern principles that would apply
across various types of impacts — economic, national security, or other impacts. We then
examined congressional and executive direction relative to each type of impact we
considered: impacts to national security, impacts to Indian tribes and impacts to our
program for the promotion of voluntary conservation agreements. Based on our review
of relevant guidance, we developed the following recommendations for the agency
exercise of section 4(b)(2) discretion:

e Regarding exclusions based on impacts to national security, we recommend an
approach that emphasizes the priority of national security while considering the
degree of conservation benefit that may be lost if military lands are excluded.

e Regarding exclusions based on impacts to Indian tribes, we recommend an
approach that emphasizes respect for tribal sovereignty and self-governance while
considering the conservation benefit that may be lost if Indian lands are excluded.

¢ Regarding exclusions based on impacts to the program to promote voluntary
conservation agreements, we recommend an approach that recognizes that a net
increase in conservation may be achieved through voluntary landowner
agreements, depending on the conservation benefit that may be lost if lands
covered by voluntary conservation agreements are excluded.

e Regarding exclusions based on economic impacts, we recommend an approach
that will efficiently reduce economic impacts and address inequities in the
distribution of economic impacts, consistent with species conservation.

Determine benefits of designating each particular area

The principal benefit of designating critical habitat is that ESA section 7 requires every
federal agency to ensure that any action it authorizes, funds or carries out is not likely to
result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. Another
possible benefit is that the designation of critical habitat can serve to educate the public
regarding the potential conservation value of an area.

To determine the benefit of designating particular areas based on watershed delineations,
we rated the relative conservation value of each area as high, medium or low. Areas
rated “high” are likely to contribute the most to conservation of an ESU, while those



rated “low” are likely to contribute least (although even low-rated areas may make
important contributions to species conservation). We recognized that the “benefit of
designation” needed to take into account not only the conservation ratings but also the
likelihood of a section 7 consultation occurring in that area and the degree to which a
consultation would yield conservation benefits for the species. To address this concern,
we developed a profile for a watershed that would have “low leverage” in the context of
section 7. We treated this “low leverage” profile as diminishing the benefit of
designation somewhat but not completely, since the educational benefits of designation
would still be more important the higher the conservation value of an area, and since we
cannot predict with complete accuracy all of the section 7 consultations that are likely to
occur in a particular area. We thus considered the “low leverage” profile to diminish the
benefit of designation by one level (that is, a “high” would become a “medium,” a
“medium” would become a “low” and a “low” would become “very low.”

Our use of two different and overlapping scales for “particular” areas required us to
adjust our analysis when we considered areas that were delineated by land ownership or
control rather than by watershed boundary. In weighing the benefit of designation for
these areas, we considered the number of stream miles within the area and the
conservation rating of those stream miles. We also considered the types of federal
activities likely to occur in the future that would undergo section 7 consultation. Our
assessment of the benefit of designation thus incorporated information on what section 7
opportunities would be lost over what amount of habitat if we excluded the area.

Determine the benefits of exclusion and balance them against the benefits of designation
The balancing called for in section 4(b)(2) requires us to balance unlike values —
conservation balanced against economic interests, conservation balanced against national
security, or conservation balanced against trust obligations to Indian tribes. It also
contemplates balancing conservation by one method (critical habitat designation and
section 7 consultation) against conservation achieved by a different method (such as
engaging tribes in range-wide management or engaging landowners in habitat
conservation planning on private land).

Impacts to National Security

Of the 24 areas owned or controlled by the military that contain critical habitat for these
ESUs, 12 are shore-based and are covered by Integrated Natural Resource Management
Plans that we found would benefit the ESUs. The 12 offshore areas begin at the lower
mean low tide. The benefit of designating the shore-based areas was reduced somewhat
by the existence of the management plans, and the benefit of designating the offshore
areas was reduced somewhat by the fact that most activities that adversely modify the
critical habitat of salmon and steelhead occur above the lower low mean tide line. The
Defense agencies advised us that the impact of designation would be a reduction in
military readiness and that the corresponding benefit of exclusion would therefore be the
maintenance of military readiness. Given the national priority on the current global war
on terrorism, we determined that the maintenance of military readiness outweighed the
conservation benefit that would be lost by excluding these areas that 1) are to a large



extent covered by management plans and 2) constitute two percent or less of the habitat
areas for the affected ESUs.

Impacts to Indian Tribes

There are 14 tribes with Indian lands that overlap the critical habitat for seven of the 12
ESUs considered in this designation. The critical habitat on Indian lands ranges from a
few miles to hundreds of miles of stream, and includes areas rated as having a high,
medium and low conservation value. For some ESUs Indian lands comprise less than
one percent of available habitat, and for one ESU Indian lands comprise nine percent of
available habitat. The benefit of designating these areas therefore varies from tribe to
tribe and ESU to ESU. Nevertheless, we concluded that the conservation benefit that
would be lost by excluding these areas was outweighed by 1) the furtherance of
established national policies, our federal trust obligations and our deference to the tribes
in management of natural resources on their lands; 2) the maintenance of effective long
term working relationships to promote the conservation of salmon and steelhead on an
ecosystem-wide basis across four states; 3) the allowance for continued meaningful
collaboration and cooperation in scientific work to learn more about the conservation
needs of the species on an ecosystem-wide basis; 4) continued respect for tribal
sovereignty over management of natural resources on Indian lands through established
tribal natural resource programs; and 5) the conservation benefit that would be gained by
continued tribal participation in regional salmon and steelhead management forums.

Impacts to our program to promote voluntary conservation on private lands

There are 10 landowners with current HCPs whose lands overlap the critical habitat of six
of the ESUs considered in this rule. Only three of these indicated they would view
exclusion of their land from critical habitat as having benefits to our ongoing relationship.
Two of the HCPs contain 20 miles or less of occupied habitat and the other contains 129
miles of occupied habitat, including areas rated as having a high, medium and low
conservation value. For some ESUs HCP lands comprise less than one percent of
available habitat, and for one ESU HCP lands comprise 10 percent of available habitat.
The benefit of designating these areas depends on the number and type of federal agency
actions likely to occur, and may be reduced where activities that would undergo a section
7 consultation are already adequately covered by the HCP. The benefit of excluding
these areas is the maintenance of effective ongoing relationships with the landowners,
which will improve implementation of the HCPs. All three of the HCPs provide
considerable benefits to conservation of the affected ESUs. We concluded that the
conservation benefit that would be lost by excluding these areas was outweighed by the
conservation benefit that would be gained for these same ESUs and for other listed and
unlisted species by 1) improving our relationship with these landowners and
implementation of the HCPs, 2) creating an incentive for other landowners to seek
conservation agreements on their land, and 3) furthering our program to promote
voluntary conservation agreements on private land.

Economic Impacts
Finally, we balanced the benefits of designation against the economic benefits of
exclusion using a cost-effectiveness approach. For each of the 600 watershed affected by



this designation, we evaluated the conservation benefit of designation as described
previously. We also estimated the coextensive economic impact of critical habitat
designation (that is, the economic impact resulting from federal agencies adjusting their
actions to avoid adverse modification of critical habitat, regardless of whether those
modifications would also be required to avoid jeopardizing species’ continued existence).
This information allowed us to balance the qualitative conservation ratings of high,
medium or low against the dollar impacts in a cost-effectiveness framework in which we
prioritized for exclusion areas with a relatively low conservation value and high
economic impact. Using this framework we identified and recommended exclusions for
each ESU that range from recommendations that there be no exclusions to
recommendations that as much as 30 percent of the stream miles be excluded. Cost
savings range from 0 to 30 percent of total impacts. We did not recommend exclusion of
any areas for economic reasons if the exclusion would significantly impede conservation,
based on the policy goal of designating critical habitat consistent with West Coast salmon
and steelhead conservation.

Determine whether the cumulative effect of the recommended exclusions will result in
extinction of the species

Section 4(b)(2) does not allow the agency to exclude areas if exclusion will result in
extinction of the species. Since we have not recommended excluding any habitat areas
based on economic impacts if the exclusion would significantly impede conservation, we
have determined for each ESU that the exclusion of the areas we recommend based on
economic impacts will not result in extinction of the species. For each ESU we also
examined all of the exclusions in combination and judged those exclusions against
information developed to date through recovery planning processes as well as offsetting
conservation benefits likely to be achieved by excluding Indian lands and lands covered
by HCPs. For each ESU, we determined that the exclusions recommended will not result
in extinction of the ESU.




INTRODUCTION
Background

This report contains NOAA Fisheries, Northwest Region’s recommendations for
designating critical habitat under section 4 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for 12
salmon and steelhead species that are listed under the ESA as of the date of the final
designation (August 15, 2005)." Tt describes the methods used, process followed, and
conclusions reached for each step leading to the recommendation.

Over the past several years, NOAA Fisheries has listed 27 distinct population segments,
or evolutionarily significant units (ESU), of Pacific salmon and steelhead in Oregon,
Washington, Idaho and California. Collectively, these ESUs occupy thousands of miles
of streams in watersheds covering more than 154 thousand square miles. In 2000, NOAA
Fisheries designated critical habitat for 19 of the listed ESUs (65 FR 7764, February 16,
2000). These designations were challenged in court on a number of grounds. NOAA
Fisheries entered into a consent decree resolving these claims and pursuant to court order
the designations were vacated. Following remand, NOAA Fisheries received a letter
from environmental groups providing 60-day notice of intent to sue for not having
designations in place for these 19 ESUs and one additional ESU, Northern California
Steelhead. The agency entered into a consent decree with the environmental groups
establishing a schedule for completing new designations. On December 14, 2004 the
agency published a Federal Register Notice proposing designation of critical habitat for
the 13 Northwest Region ESUs covered by the consent decree (69 FR 74572). Public
comment was open for 90 days and there were four public hearings. Under the consent
decree, a final designation must be submitted to the Federal Register on or before August
15, 2005. This report contains the Northwest Region’s recommendations for the final
designations for 12 of the 13 Northwest ESUs that are listed as of the date of the final
designation.”

Statutory and Regulatory Requirements

The recommendations contained in this report were formulated consistent with statutory
requirements and agency regulations. This section reviews the relevant statutory and
regulatory provisions that guided the Region’s development of recommendations.

Findings and purposes of the Act emphasize habitat conservation
In section 1 of the ESA, “Findings,” (16 U.S.C. 1531(a)(1)) Congress declared that:

' The 12 salmon and steelhead species include the following evolutionarily significant units (ESU) of
Pacific salmon and steelhead: Puget Sound Chinook salmon; Lower Columbia River Chinook salmon;
Upper Willamette River Chinook salmon; Upper Columbia River spring-run Chinook salmon; Hood Canal
summer-run chum salmon; Columbia River chum salmon; Ozette Lake sockeye salmon; Upper Columbia
River steelhead; Snake River Basin steelhead; Lower Columbia River steelhead; Upper Willamette River
steelhead; and Middle Columbia River steelhead. (70 Fed. Reg. 37160, June 28, 2005)

? The final listing determination for Oregon Coast coho was extended by 6 months (70 Fed. Reg. 37217,
June 28, 2005) so this ESU is not listed as of the date of final critical habitat designation.
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Various species of fish, wildlife and plants in the United States have been
rendered extinct as a consequence of economic growth and development
untempered by adequate concern and conservation.

Section 2 of the ESA sets forth the purposes of the Act, beginning with habitat protection:

The purposes of this chapter are to provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon
which endangered species and threatened species depend may be conserved, to
provide a program for the conservation of such endangered species and threatened
species, and to take such steps as may be appropriate to achieve the purposes of
the treaties and conventions set forth in subsection (a) of this section.

“Critical Habitat” is specifically defined
Section 3(5)(A) of the ESA (16 U.S.C. 1532 (5)) defines critical habitat in some detail.

(5)(A) The term “critical habitat’’ for a threatened or endangered species
means —

(1) the specific areas within the geographical area occupied by the species,
at the time it is listed in accordance with the provisions of section 1533 of this
title, on which are found those physical or biological features (I) essential to the
conservation of the species and (II) which may require special management
considerations or protection; and

(i1) specific areas outside the geographical area occupied by the species at
the time it is listed in accordance with the provisions of section 1533 of this title,
upon a determination by the Secretary that such areas are essential for the
conservation of the species.

(B) Critical habitat may be established for those species now listed as
threatened or endangered species for which no critical habitat has heretofore been
established as set forth in subparagraph (A) of this paragraph.

(C) Except in those circumstances determined by the Secretary, critical
habitat shall not include the entire geographical area which can be occupied by
the threatened or endangered species (emphasis added).

“Conservation” is specifically defined
Section 3(3) of the Act defines conservation (16 U.S.C. 1532(3)):

(3) The terms "conserve", "conserving", and "conservation" mean to use and the
use of all methods and procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered
species or threatened species to the point at which the measures provided pursuant
to this chapter are no longer necessary.

11



Certain military lands are precluded from designation

In 2003 Congress amended section 4(b)(1) of the ESA to limit the designation of land
controlled by the Department of Defense (National Defense Authorization Act, P.L. No.
108-136):

The Secretary shall not designate as critical habitat any lands or other
geographical areas owned or controlled by the Department of Defense, or
designated for its use, that are subject to an integrated natural resources
management plan prepared under section 101 of the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 670a),
if the Secretary determines in writing that such plan provides a benefit to the
species for which critical habitat is proposed for designation.

Specific deadlines limit the time and information available for making
designations

Section 4(a)(3) requires NOAA Fisheries to make critical habitat designations
concurrently with the listing determination, to the maximum extent prudent and
determinable:

(3) The Secretary, by regulation promulgated in accordance with subsection (b) of
this section and to the maximum extent prudent and determinable -

(A) shall, concurrently with making a determination under paragraph (1) that a
species is an endangered species or a threatened species, designate any habitat of
such species which is then considered to be critical habitat

The time for designating critical habitat may be extended pursuant to section 4(b)(6)(C),
but not by more than one additional year:

(C) A final regulation designating critical habitat of an endangered species or a
threatened species shall be published concurrently with the final regulation
implementing the determination that such species is endangered or threatened,
unless the Secretary deems that -

(1) it is essential to the conservation of such species that the regulation
implementing such determination be promptly published; or

(i1) critical habitat of such species is not then determinable, in which case the
Secretary, with respect to the proposed regulation to designate such habitat, may
extend the one-year period specified in subparagraph (A) by not more than one
additional year, but not later than the close of such additional year the Secretary
must publish a final regulation, based on such data as may be available at that
time, designating, to the maximum extent prudent, such habitat.

Impacts of designation must be considered and areas may be
excluded

Specific areas that fall within the definition of critical habitat are not automatically
designated as critical habitat. Section 4(b)(2) (16 U.S.C. 1533(b)(1)(A)) requires the
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Secretary to first consider the impact of designation and permits the Secretary to exclude
areas from designation under certain circumstance. Exclusion is not required for any
areas.

The Secretary shall designate critical habitat, and make revisions thereto, under
subsection (a)(3) of this section on the basis of the best scientific data available
and after taking into consideration the economic impact, the impact to national
security and any other relevant impact, of specifying any particular area as critical
habitat. The Secretary may exclude any area from critical habitat if he determines
that the benefits of such exclusion outweigh the benefits of specifying such area
as part of the critical habitat, unless he determines, based on the best scientific and
commercial data available, that the failure to designate such area as critical habitat
will result in the extinction of the species concerned.

Federal agencies must ensure their actions are not likely to destroy
or adversely modify critical habitat

Once critical habitat is designated, section 7(a)(2) provides that federal agencies must
ensure any actions they authorize, fund or carry out are not likely to result in the
destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat (16 U.S.C. 1536(a)(2)).
Section 7 also requires federal agencies to ensure such actions do not jeopardize the
continued existence of the listed species:

Each Federal agency shall, in consultation with and with the assistance of the
Secretary, insure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency
(hereinafter in this section referred to as an "agency action") is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such
species which is determined by the Secretary, after consultation as appropriate
with affected States, to be critical, unless such agency has been granted an
exemption for such action by the Committee pursuant to subsection (h) of this
section. In fulfilling the requirements of this paragraph each agency shall use the
best scientific and commercial data available.

Authority to designate critical habitat is delegated to NOAA Fisheries

The authority to designate critical habitat, including the authority to consider the impacts
of designation, the authority to weigh those impacts against the benefit of designation,
and the authority to exclude particular areas, has been delegated to the Assistant
Administrator of the National Marine Fisheries Service. Department Organization Order
10-15 (5/24/04). NOAA Organization Handbook, Transmittal #34 (May 31, 1993).

Joint regulations govern designation

Joint regulations of the Services elaborate on those physical and biological features
essential to conservation, and set criteria for the delineation of critical habitat.
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50 CFR Sec. 424.12 Criteria for designating critical habitat.

(b) In determining what areas are critical habitat, the Secretary shall consider
those physical and biological features that are essential to the conservation of a
given species and that may require special management considerations or
protection. Such requirements include, but are not limited to the following:

(1) Space for individual and population growth, and for normal behavior;

(2) Food, water, air, light, minerals, or other nutritional or physiological
requirements;

(3) Cover or shelter;

(4) Sites for breeding, reproduction, rearing of offspring, germination, or seed
dispersal; and generally;

(5) Habitats that are protected from disturbance or are representative of the
historic geographical and ecological distributions of a species.

When considering the designation of critical habitat, the Secretary shall focus on
the principal biological or physical constituent elements within the defined area
that are essential to the conservation of the species. Known primary constituent
elements shall be listed with the critical habitat description. Primary constituent
elements may include, but are not limited to, the following: roost sites, nesting
grounds, spawning sites, feeding sites, seasonal wetland or dryland, water quality
or quantity, host species or plant pollinator, geological formation, vegetation type,
tide, and specific soil types.

(c) Each critical habitat will be defined by specific limits using reference points
and lines as found on standard topographic maps of the area. Each area will be
referenced to the State(s), county(ies), or other local governmental units within
which all or part of the critical habitat is located. Unless otherwise indicated
within the critical habitat descriptions, the names of the State(s) and county(ies)
are provided for information only and do not constitute the boundaries of the area.
Ephemeral reference points (e.g., trees, sand bars) shall not be used in defining
critical habitat.

(d) When several habitats, each satisfying the requirements for designation as
critical habitat, are located in proximity to one another, an inclusive area may be
designated as critical habitat.

The regulations define “special management considerations or protection.”

(j) Special management considerations or protection means any methods or procedures
useful in protecting physical and biological features of the environment for the
conservation of listed species.

Sec. 424.02
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APPROACH TO DESIGNATING CRITICAL HABITAT

Statutory Context

One observer has noted that at different times in the history of the ESA, Congress has
emphasized both the importance of habitat protection to species conservation and the
importance of agency restraint in designating areas as “critical” habitat (Patlis 2001).
Congress emphasized the importance of habitat in species conservation in several
provisions of the ESA. The findings recognize that extinctions have resulted from
economic growth and development. Among the purposes of the Act is providing “a
means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered species and threatened species
depend may be conserved.” In determining whether a species is a threatened or
endangered species, the Secretary is to consider the current or threatened destruction of
its habitat. Federal agencies must ensure their actions are not likely to result in the
destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. Section 5 of the Act
authorizes the Secretary of Interior to acquire land for species conservation and section
10 requires the development of “habitat conservation plans” for the issuance of incidental
take permits.

At the same time, the ESA requires a degree of rigor in identifying areas that qualify as
critical habitat. The definition of critical habitat specifies separate criteria for designating
occupied areas and unoccupied areas. Occupied areas are critical habitat if they contain
physical or biological features essential to the species’ conservation, and those features
may require special management considerations or protection. Unoccupied areas may be
designated only upon a determination that the area itself is essential to conservation.

(The House Merchant Marine Committee expressed its view “that the Secretary should be
exceedingly circumspect in the designation of critical habitat outside of the presently
occupied area of the species” (H.R. Rep. 95-1625).) Finally, the Services are not to
designate all of the geographical area that can be occupied by the species, absent a
determination that the entire area is essential to conservation.

In addition to the tension between an emphasis on the importance of habitat and a
rigorous delineation of critical habitat, the ESA’s provisions for designating critical
habitat stand out from the listing provisions of the Act in requiring the Services to
consider factors in addition to species conservation. Before they may designate an area
as critical habitat, the Services must consider the economic impact, impact to national
security, and any other relevant impact of the designation. The Services have the
discretion to exclude an area from designation if they determine the benefits of exclusion
(that is, avoiding the impact that would result from designation), outweigh the benefits of
designation (that is, the benefits to species conservation). The Services’ discretion is
limited in that they may not exclude an area from designation if exclusion will result in
extinction of the species.

The Services must observe the details of the statutory definition of critical habitat; must

use the best available science; must consider the impacts of the designation on economic,
national security, and other relevant interests; and may weigh the benefit to species

15



conservation resulting from designation against the benefits of exclusion. All of this
must be done within specific statutory timeframes, based upon the best information
available during those timeframes, and with public notice and participation. In
designating critical habitat for West Coast salmon and steelhead, we sought an approach
that adhered to these statutory requirements and ultimately exercised the agency’s
discretionary authority within the framework of agency and administration policy.

The approach we adopted in applying sections 3(5)(A) and 4(b)(2) involved these steps:
1. Identify specific areas meeting the definition of critical habitat

2. Conduct a Section 4(b)(2) analysis:

Determine the benefit of designation

Determine the impact of designation (and corresponding benefit of exclusion)
Determine whether benefits of exclusion outweigh benefits of designation
Determine whether the cumulative effect of the recommended exclusions will
result in extinction of the species

Identify Specific Areas Meeting the Definition of Critical Habitat

In General

Areas that meet the definition of critical habitat include specific areas: 1) within the
geographical area occupied by the species at the time of listing, if they contain physical
or biological features essential to conservation, and those features may require special
management considerations or protection; and 2) outside the geographical area occupied
by the species if the agency determines that the area itself is essential for conservation.
In a separate report, we have documented our conclusions regarding which specific areas
meet the definition of critical habitat and are therefore eligible for designation (NMFS
2005a). Pursuant to section 3(5)(A), our first task was to determine “the geographical
area occupied by the species at the time of listing.” We developed extensive information
regarding the stream reaches occupied by salmon and steelhead using data compiled by
the fish and wildlife agencies of Oregon, Washington and Idaho, as the best available
data. We collected and verified these data and produced distribution maps at a scale of
1:24,000, using standard Geographic Information System (GIS) software. We also
developed latitude-longitude identifiers for the end-points of each occupied stream reach.
We submitted these maps to independent experts, including the state agencies and Indian
tribes for verification, and to the public, for review and comment.

Relying on the biology and life history of each species, we determined the physical or
biological habitat features essential to their conservation. We identified these features in
an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (68 Fed. Reg. 55926, Sept. 29, 2003) and in
the proposed critical habitat designation (69 Fed. Reg. 74572, Dec. 14, 2004). We
solicited independent expert review, including review by state agencies and Indian tribes,
and asked for public comment. Consistent with regulatory direction, we focused on
primary constituent elements of habitat in identifying these features.
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Similarly, we based our delineation of “specific areas” where these features are found on
the biology and population structure of the species, and the characteristics of the habitat it
occupies. To delineate specific areas, we used standard watershed units, as mapped by
the U.S. Geological Survey, designated by fifth field hydrologic unit codes, or HUCSs
(this report refers to these HUCSs as “watersheds”). The USGS maps watersheds as
polygons, bounding a drainage area from ridge-top to ridge-top, encompassing streams,
riparian areas and uplands. Within the boundaries of any watershed, there are stream
reaches not occupied by the species. Land areas within the watershed boundaries are also
generally not “occupied” by the species (though certain areas such as flood plains or side
channels may be occupied at some times of some years). We used the watershed
boundaries as a basis for aggregating occupied stream reaches, for purposes of
delineating “specific” areas on which the physical or biological features are found.

Teams of federal biologists then examined each habitat area within a watershed to
determine whether the stream reaches occupied by the species contained the physical or
biological features previously identified as essential to conservation. The teams also
determined whether, consistent with the regulatory definition of “special management
considerations or protection” (50 C.F.R. 402.02 (j)), there were “any methods or
procedures useful in protecting physical and biological features.” The teams drew upon
their first-hand knowledge of the areas and the physical or biological features as well as
their experience in section 7 consultations. We asked them to determine whether there
were actions occurring in those areas that may threaten the features, such that there would
be any methods or procedures useful in protecting the features. The teams identified and
documented such activities for each area in tables contained in their report, which was
submitted to state fishery agencies and tribes for review and made available for public
comment (NMFS 2005a). The teams updated the lists of identified activities based on
their final review of the best available scientific data as well as information provided by
one commenter indicating additional activities in certain watersheds.

Aside from occupied areas containing essential features that may require special
management, the definition of critical habitat includes unoccupied areas if the Services
determine that the area itself is essential for conservation. We asked the teams of federal
biologists whether there were any unoccupied areas within the historical range of the
ESUs that may be essential for conservation. The teams indicated there were three
unoccupied stream reaches that were essential for the conservation of Hood Canal
summer chum, based on a long-standing local recovery plan and the fact that those
streams were the focus of reintroduction efforts. In other cases, the teams did not have
information available that would allow them to make a determination that unoccupied
areas are essential for conservation. The teams nevertheless identified areas they believe
may be determined essential through future recovery planning efforts. We anticipate that
ongoing recovery planning processes will develop additional information about the
species’ need for these or other currently unoccupied areas.
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Military Lands

Recent amendments to the ESA preclude the Secretary from designating military lands as
critical habitat if those lands are covered by an Integrated Natural Resource Management
Plan (INRMP) under the Sikes Act and the Secretary certifies in writing that the plan
benefits the listed species (Section 4(a)(3), Public Law. No. 108-136). We identified 12
military installations in the Pacific Northwest with INRMPs in place. We reviewed these
plans as well as other information available to us regarding the management of these
military lands. Based on this information, we determined that each INRMP provides
benefits to the listed species, as implemented (NMFS 2005b, which is reproduced as
Appendix A to this report).

Conduct a Section 4(b)(2) Analysis
Background

Identifying “Particular” Areas

Section 3(5) defines critical habitat as “specific areas,” while section 4(b)(2) requires the
agency to consider certain factors before designating any “particular area.” Depending
on the biology of the species, the characteristics of its habitat, and the nature of the
impacts of designation, “specific” areas might be different from, or the same as,
“particular” areas. For this designation, we analyzed two types of “particular” areas.
Where we considered economic impacts, and weighed the economic benefits of exclusion
against the conservation benefits of designation, we used the same watershed-based
delineation that we used for “specific” areas (the occupied stream reaches within a
watershed). This delineation allowed us to use a cost-effectiveness framework for
recommending economic exclusions, described further below. Where we considered
impacts on national security, impacts on Indian tribes, and impacts on our program to
promote voluntary conservation agreements, however, we instead used a delineation of
“particular” areas based on ownership or control of the area. This delineation allowed us
to compare and balance the benefits associated with land ownership and management.

Our approach to designation had to account for the fact that the two types of particular
areas have overlapping boundaries (that is, ownership may span many watersheds and
watersheds may have mixed ownership). The order in which we conducted the 4(b)(2)
balancing became important because of this overlap. To ensure that we were not double-
counting the benefits of exclusion, we first considered exclusion of particular areas based
on land ownership and determined which areas to recommend for exclusion. We then
considered economic exclusion of particular areas based on watersheds, with the
economic impact for each watershed adjusted based on whether a given type of
ownership had already been recommended for exclusion (if, for example, a watershed
contained military areas that were recommended for exclusion, we subtracted the
economic impact associated with those areas from the total economic impact score for
that watershed.)
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Analyzing Co-Extensive Impacts

As described earlier, our 2000 designation of critical habitat for 19 ESUs of salmon and
steelhead was vacated by court order following a challenge to the designations (National
Association of Homebuilders v. Evans, No. 00-CV-2799 (D.D.C.)) (NAHB). In the 2000
designations we concluded there would be no impact from the designations, because we
were only designating occupied areas. Federal agencies must ensure their actions are not
likely to result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat and are not
likely to jeopardize the species’ continue existence. In occupied habitat, we had reasoned
that any action that adversely modifies critical habitat would also jeopardize the species,
thus there would be no impact of designation beyond the impact already imposed by the
listing and the accompanying jeopardy requirement.

While the case against us was pending, the Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit
vacated the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s critical habitat designation for the
southwestern willow flycatcher (New Mexico Cattle Growers Association v. U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, 248 F.3d 1277 (10™ Cir. 2001)) (NMMCA). The Service had
determined there would be no economic impact from the designation because the impacts
associated with jeopardy determinations and adverse modification determinations were
coextensive. The Tenth Circuit found the Service’s approach rendered meaningless
Congress’s requirement that economic impacts be considered in the designation process.
The Court concluded that, to give “effect to Congressional directive,” the Service must
analyze the full impacts of designation, regardless of whether those impacts are co-
extensive with other impacts (such as the impact of the jeopardy requirement). Given the
decision in the Tenth Circuit, and the similarity between the Fish and Wildlife Service’s
analysis and ours, we sought a voluntary remand of the designations, which the District
Court granted.

In granting our motion for a voluntary remand, the district court in NAHB noted, “[f]rom
this court’s perspective the Tenth Circuit’s opinion is well-reasoned and comports with
the express statutory language of Congress, which specifically requires that an analysis of
the economic impact of a critical habitat designation be undertaken.” The court observed
that “clearly, there is a problem with the current process underlying the critical habitat
designation process.” The court left it to the agency’s “wisdom and institutional
knowledge” to remedy the problem and noted “[p]resumably, when the agency conducts
new rulemaking it will be in accord with procedures it views to be in accordance with the

law.”

In developing the proposed critical habitat designation for salmon and steelhead ESUs,
we first examined our extensive consultation record with these as well as other ESUs of
salmon and steelhead. (For thoroughness, we examined the consultation record for other
ESUs to see if it shed light on the issues.) That record includes consultations on habitat-
modifying federal actions both where critical habitat has been designated and where it
has not. We could not discern a difference between the impacts of applying the jeopardy
provision versus the adverse modification provision in occupied habitat. Given our
inability to detect a measurable difference between the impacts of applying these two
provisions, the only reasonable alternative seemed to be to follow the recommendation of
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the Tenth Circuit, approved by the NAHB court, which was to measure the entire impact
of applying the adverse modification provision of section 7, regardless of whether
applying the jeopardy provision would result in the identical impact.

Just prior to publication of our proposed designation, the Court of Appeals for the Ninth
Circuit invalidated our regulatory definition of “adverse modification” of critical habitat.
Gifford Pinchot Task Force v. FWS , 378 F. 3d 1059 (9th Cir. 2004)(Gifford Pinchot).
The Court’s decision did not address the regulatory definition of jeopardy. Shortly
following that decision, a District Court in Washington, D.C., issued a decision involving
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s critical habitat designation for the piping plover.
Cape Hatteras Access Preservation Alliance v. Norton, 344 F. Supp. 2d 1080 (D.D.C.
2004) (Cape Hatteras). In that decision the Court disagreed with the NMCA and NAHB
Courts, reasoning that the impact of a regulation should be based on a comparison of the
world with and without the action and citing guidance from the Office of Management
and Budget in support of that proposition. The Cape Hatteras Court concluded that the
problem with the Services’ analysis of economic impacts resulted from its treatment of
“adverse modification” and “jeopardy” as being functionally equivalent. The Court
ordered the Fish and Wildlife Service “to clarify or modify its position [regarding
functional equivalence] on remand,” implying that the Gifford Pinchot Court’s holding
might have an effect on the agency’s historical treatment of the jeopardy and adverse
modification requirements as providing coextensive protections.

In the wake of the Gifford Pinchot and Cape Hatteras decisions, we are re-examing the
regulatory definition of adverse modification but have not yet concluded this process. In
the absence of a revised regulation we must look to our current record. Accordingly, we
re-examined our record and our current section 7 guidance. We concluded that
information currently available to the agency does not allow us to discern an existing
difference nor accurately predict the difference between actions required to avoid
jeopardy and those required to avoid adverse modification of critical habitat, where
habitat-modifying actions are concerned. Nevertheless, we concluded that our analysis of
coextensive impacts still allows us to conduct a meaningful section 4(b)(2) analysis so
long as we balance those coextensive impacts of designation against coextensive benefits
of designation, and, in the case of considering economic exclusions, so long as we
continue to use a framework that accommodates a comparison of the relative benefits of
designation and exclusion.

The NMCA Court’s opinion, which we have followed here, addressed only section
4(b)(2)’s requirement that economic impacts be considered (“The statutory language is
plain in requiring some kind of consideration of economic impact in the [critical habitat
designation] phase™). The Court did not address how “other relevant impacts” were to be
considered, nor did it address the benefits of designation. Because section 4(b)(2)
requires a balancing of competing considerations, and because our record did not support
a distinction between impacts resulting from application of the adverse modification
provision versus the jeopardy provision, we have concluded that we must uniformly
consider coextensive impacts and coextensive benefits. To do otherwise would distort
the balancing test contemplated by section 4(b)(2).
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We recognize that, in reality, excluding an area from designation will not likely avoid all
of the impacts we considered, because the section 7 requirement regarding jeopardy still
applies. Similarly, much of the section 7 benefit would still apply because the jeopardy
requirement still applies. Nevertheless, for exclusions based on economic impacts, the
analytical framework we are recommending provides a meaningful comparison of the
relative benefits and impacts. For exclusions based on impacts to national security,
impacts to tribes, and impacts to our program to promote voluntary conservation
agreements, our balancing takes into account the difficulty of apportioning impacts
between the two different prongs of the section 7 requirement.

Analytical Framework for Determining and Weighing Impacts and
Benefits

Section 4(b)(2) provides that the Secretary shall consider certain impacts before
designating critical habitat: “the Secretary shall designate critical habitat . . . on the basis
of the best scientific data available and after taking into consideration the economic
impact, impact to national security, and any other relevant impact of specifying any
particular area as critical habitat.” In addition, section 4(b)(2) provides that the Secretary
may exclude any area from critical habitat upon a determination that “the benefits of such
exclusion outweigh the benefits of specifying such area as critical habitat.”

The balancing test in section 4(b)(2) contemplates weighing benefits that are not directly
comparable — the benefit to species conservation that comes from critical habitat
designation balanced against the economic benefit, benefit to national security, or other
relevant benefit that results if an area is excluded from designation. In addition, there
may be situations where exclusion of particular areas has a conservation benefit to the
species (for example, as discussed later, excluding private land from designation when
the landowner has contractually agreed to voluntary conservation measures may result in
a net conservation benefit to the species). Section 4(b)(2) does not specify a method for
the weighing process, nor do our regulations. Legislative history suggests that the
consideration and weight given to impacts is within the Secretary's discretion (H.R. 95-
1625), and section 4(b)(2) makes clear that the decision to exclude is itself discretionary
even when benefits of exclusion outweigh benefits of designation.

To ensure consistency in the exercise of our regulatory authority, we first examined
congressional and executive direction to discern principles that would apply across
various types of impacts — economic, national security, or other impacts. We then
examined congressional and executive direction relative to each type of impact we
considered: impacts to national security, impacts to Indian tribes and impacts to our
program for the promotion of voluntary conservation agreements.

Policy Direction Relevant to Balancing Conservation against other Interests
Generally
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Agencies are frequently required to balance benefits of regulations against impacts;
Executive Order 12866 established this requirement for federal agency regulation and
gives general guidance.

Executive Order 12866

Section 1. Statement of Regulatory Philosophy and Principles.
(a) The Regulatory Philosophy.
In deciding whether and how to regulate, agencies should assess all costs and
benefits of available regulatory alternatives, including the alternative of not
regulating. Costs and benefits shall be understood to include both quantifiable
measures (to the fullest extent that these can be usefully estimated) and qualitative
measures of costs and benefits that are difficult to quantify, but nevertheless
essential to consider. Further, in choosing among alternative regulatory
approaches, agencies should select those approaches that maximize net benefits
(including potential economic, environmental, public health and safety, and other
advantages; distributive impacts; and equity), unless a statute requires another
regulatory approach.
(b) The Principles of Regulation.

(5) When an agency determines that a regulation is the best available method of
achieving the regulatory objective, it shall design its regulations in the most cost-
effective manner to achieve the regulatory objective. In doing so, each agency
shall consider incentives for innovation, consistency, predictability, the costs of
enforcement and compliance (to the government, regulated entities, and the
public), flexibility, distributive impacts, and equity.

Endangered Species Act, Section 2 (16 U.S.C. 1531(a)(2))

The purposes of this chapter are to provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon
which endangered species and threatened species depend may be conserved . . .

Policy on the Consideration of Hatchery-Origin Fish in Endangered
Species Act Listing Determinations for Pacific Salmon and Steelhead (70 FR
37204; June 28, 2005)

NMEFS will apply this policy in support of the conservation of naturally-spawning
salmon and the ecosystems upon which they depend, consistent with section 2 (b)
of the ESA.

Letter from NOAA Administrator to Members of Congress — May 14, 2004
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At President Bush’s direction, recovery of salmon is the major focus for NOAA in
the Pacific Northwest, an objective widely shared in the region and the nation. . . .
Much work remains to be done to expand the habitat to support future generations
of naturally spawning populations.

The central tenet of the hatchery policy is the conservation of naturally-spawning
salmon and the ecosystems upon which they depend.

Policy Direction Relevant to National Security Impacts

Statement of President George W. Bush
“Securing the Homeland Strengthening the Nation” (2002)

[T]he threat of terrorism is an inescapable reality of life in the 21* century. . . .
The country is now at war, and securing the homeland is a national priority.”

Policy Direction Relevant to Impacts to Indian Tribes

Secretarial Order # 3206 — American Indian Tribal Rights,
Federal-Tribal Trust Responsibilities,
and the Endangered Species Act, Appendix

Sec. 2. General Policy. (A) Goals. The goals of this Appendix are to provide a
basis for administration of the Act in a manner that (1) recognizes common
federal-tribal goals of conserving sensitive species (including candidate,
proposed, and listed species) and the ecosystems upon which they depend . . .

4) In keeping with the trust responsibility, shall consult with the affected Indian
tribe(s) when considering the designation of critical habitat in an area that may
impact tribal trust resources, tribally-owned fee lands, or the exercise of tribal
rights. Critical habitat shall not be designated in such areas unless it is determined
essential to conserve a listed species. In designating critical habitat, the Services
shall evaluate and document the extent to which the conservation needs of the
listed species can be achieved by limiting the designation to other lands.

Policy Direction Relevant to Impacts to the Program for Voluntary Conservation
Agreements

H.R. Rep. No. 835, 97" Congress, 2" Session 31 (Reprinted in 1982 U.S. Code
Congressional and Administrative New s2807, 2831)

Purpose of adding section 10 of the ESA, which provides for HCPs, is to
encourage ‘“‘creative partnerships” between the private sector and local, state and
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federal agencies for the protection of endangered species and habitat
conservation.

From these expressions of congressional, executive and agency policy, we developed the
following recommendations for the agency exercise of section 4(b)(2) discretion:

e Regarding exclusions based impacts to national security, we recommend an
approach that emphasizes the priority of national security while considering the
degree of conservation benefit that may be lost if military lands are excluded.

e Regarding exclusions based on impacts to Indian tribes, we recommend an
approach that emphasizes respect for tribal sovereignty and self-governance while
considering the degree of conservation benefit that may be lost if Indian lands are
excluded.

e Regarding exclusions based on impacts to the program to promote voluntary
conservation agreements, we recommend an approach that recognizes that a net
increase in conservation may be achieved through voluntary landowner
agreements, depending on the degree of conservation benefit that may be lost if
lands covered by voluntary conservation agreements are excluded.

e Regarding exclusions based on economic impacts, we recommend an approach
that will efficiently reduce economic impacts and address inequities in the
distribution of economic impacts, without impeding species conservation.

Determine benefits of designating each particular area

The principal benefit of designating critical habitat is that ESA section 7 requires every
federal agency to ensure that any action it authorizes, funds or carries out is not likely to
result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. This
complements the Section 7 provision that federal agencies ensure their actions are not
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species. Another possible benefit
is that the designation of critical habitat can serve to educate the public regarding the
potential conservation value of an area. This may focus and contribute to conservation
efforts by clearly delineating areas that are important to species conservation.

After establishing those specific areas that meet the definition of critical habitat, we asked
the teams of federal biologists to determine the relative conservation value of each
specific area for each species (high, medium or low)(NMFS 2005a). Their evaluation
provided information allowing us to determine the benefit of designating each watershed
in a way that would aid the 4(b)(2) balancing test. (Throughout this report we refer to
HUCSs as watersheds. When referring to watersheds as salmon and steelhead critical
habitat, we mean the occupied stream reaches within a watershed.) The higher the
conservation value of a watershed, the greater the benefit of the section 7 protection.

The teams first scored each watershed based on five factors related to the quantity and
quality of the physical and biological features. For some of these factors the teams relied
on their consultation experience in considering the extent to which habitat protection or
improvement could be achieved through section 7 consultation. They next considered
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each area in relation to other areas and with respect to the population occupying that area.
Based on a consideration of the raw scores for each area, and a consideration of that
area’s contribution in relation to other areas and in relation to the overall population
structure of the ESU, the teams rated each watershed as having a “high,” “medium” or
“low” conservation value. The teams did not discount the conservation value of any area
based on a presumption that the section 7 prohibition against jeopardy would protect the
habitat regardless of whether it was designated as critical habitat (to ensure that
coextensive benefits would be counted equitably against coextensive costs).

Areas rated “high” are likely to contribute the most to conservation of an ESU, while
those rated “low” are likely to contribute least. A rating of “high” carries with it a
judgment that this area contributes significantly to conservation. A rating of “low” does
not mean an area has no conservation value (and therefore there would be no benefit of
designation), nor does it mean there would be no impact on conservation of the ESU if
the habitat were adversely modified. The benefit of designating a habitat area with a low
conservation value will depend on the reasons the area received a “low” rating, on the
conservation value of other habitat areas available to the ESU, and on whether nearby
habitat areas are designated.

We recognized that the “benefit of designation” needed to take into account not only the
teams’ conservation ratings but also the likelihood of a section 7 consultation occurring
in that area and the degree to which a consultation would yield conservation benefits for
the species. To address this concern, we developed a profile for a watershed that would
have “low leverage” in the context of section 7. The “low leverage” profile included
watersheds with: less than 25 percent of the land area in federal ownership, no
hydropower dams, and no consultations likely to occur on instream work. We chose
these attributes because federal lands, dams and instream work all have a high likelihood
of consultation and a potential to significantly affect the physical and biological features
of salmon and steelhead habitat. We treated this “low leverage” profile as diminishing
the benefit of designation somewhat but not completely, since the educational benefits of
designation would still be more important the higher the conservation value of an area,
and since we cannot predict with complete accuracy all of the section 7 consultations that
are likely to occur in a particular area. We thus considered the “low leverage” profile to
diminish the benefit of designation by one level (that is, a “high” would become a
“medium,” a “medium” would become a “low” and a “low” would become “very low”
(NMFS 2005a). Using the teams of biologists, we confirmed whether watersheds with a
low-leverage profile were in fact low leverage based on their experience applying section
7 in the area.

As discussed earlier, the scale we chose for the “specific area” referred to in section
3(5)(A) was occupied stream reaches within a watershed, delineated by the USGS as a
HUCS. There were some complications with this delineation that required us to adapt the
approach for some areas. In particular, a large stream or river might serve as a
connectivity corridor to and from many watersheds, yet be imbedded itself in a
watershed. In any given watershed through which it passes, the stream may have a few
or several tributaries. This is illustrated by the map in Figure 1. In this example, a
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connectivity corridor is imbedded in the watershed designated as “07.” The connectivity
corridor serves the watersheds designated as “05” and “06.” In addition, there is a
tributary in “07.” For connectivity corridors embedded in a watershed, we asked the
teams of biologists to rate the conservation value of the watershed based on the tributary
habitat. We assigned the connectivity corridor the rating of the highest-rated watershed
for which it served as a connectivity corridor. This could result in a connectivity corridor
with a high rating embedded in a habitat area with a low or medium rating.

The reason for this treatment of connectivity corridors is the role they play in the
salmon’s life cycle. Salmon and steelhead are anadromous — born in fresh water,
migrating to salt water to feed and grow, and returning to fresh water to spawn. Without
a connectivity corridor to and from the sea, salmon cannot complete their life cycle. It
would be illogical to consider a spawning and rearing area as having a particular
conservation value and not consider the associated connectivity corridor as having a
similar conservation value.

Figure 1. Illustration of a connectivity corridor embedded within a watershed (HUCS).

Our use of two different and overlapping scales for “particular” areas required us to
adjust our analysis when we considered areas that were delineated by land ownership or
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control rather than by watershed boundary. In weighing the benefit of designation for
these areas, we considered the number of stream miles within the area and the
conservation rating of those stream miles. We also considered the types of federal
activities likely to occur in the future that would undergo section 7 consultation. Our
assessment of the benefit of designation thus incorporated information on what section 7
opportunities would be lost over what amount of habitat if we excluded the area.

Determine the benefits of exclusion and balance them against the
benefits of designation

The balancing called for in section 4(b)(2) requires us to balance unlike values —
conservation balanced against economic interests, conservation balanced against national
security, or conservation balanced against trust obligations to Indian tribes. It also
contemplates balancing conservation by one method (critical habitat designation and
section 7 consultation) against conservation achieved by a different method (such as
engaging tribes in range-wide management or engaging landowners in habitat
conservation planning on private land). The following sections describe the approach we
took to balancing each of these different interests. Table 1 gives an overview of the
discussion that follows:
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Table 1. Overview of Section 4(b)(2) balancing framework for different types of

interests
Particular | Benefit of Benefit of Policy Considerations | Conservation Trade-
Area Exclusion Designation off
Watershed | Economic - Based on Cost-Effective and Net loss of
conservation value | Equitable Regulations conservation, but not if
of the watershed the loss will
(as adjusted for significantly impede
“low leverage” conservation of the
areas) ESU overall
Military Maintain military | - Conservation Priority of National May result in a net loss
Zone readiness value of the Security of conservation, but
affected that is overcome by
watershed(s) is priority of national
relevant security and mitigated
- Types of by INRMPs
activities likely to
occur there are
relevant
- Protection
provided by
INRMPs reduces
somewhat the
benefit of
designation
Indian Respect tribal - Conservation Respect for tribal May result in a net loss
Lands sovereignty, value of the sovereignty and self- of conservation, but
ensure tribal affected governance that is overcome by
participation in watershed(s) is priority of tribal
other relevant Conservation trade-off | sovereignty and
conservation - Types of (lose section 7 on mitigated by tribal
forums activities likely to | Indian lands in participation in
occur there are exchange for tribal conservation activities
relevant participation in
conservation across all
actions and areas)
HCP Enhance - Conservation Promote voluntary Net gain in
Lands relationship with | value of the conservation program conservation on private
landowner, affected (lose section 7 on HCP | lands
provide incentive | watershed(s) is lands in exchange for
for other relevant enhanced
landowners to see | - Types of implementation and

HCPs

activities likely to
occur there are
relevant

- Protection
provided by HCP
reduces benefit of
designation for
those activities
covered by the
HCP

potential for additional
HCPs with other
landowners)
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Balancing benefits of designation against impacts to national security

Our balancing of the benefits of designation against the benefits of exclusion for military
areas is described more fully in a separate document (NMFS 2005b), reproduced at
Appendix A. There are 24 military sites that overlap with areas we found to meet the
definition of critical habitat for three of the listed ESUs. These areas include shore-based
areas (all of which are covered by INRMPs) and offshore areas in Puget Sound where the
Navy has security restrictions.

To determine the impact on the military of designating these sites, we contacted the
Department of Defense. Both the Army and Navy provided information clarifying site
locations and describing the types of military activities that occur at these sites. They also
listed the potential changes that critical habitat designation would cause to their activities
in these areas, and the consequent national security impacts. Both military agencies
concluded that critical habitat designation at any of these sites would likely impact
national security by diminishing military readiness. The possible impacts include:
preventing, restricting, or delaying training or testing exercises or access to such sites;
restricting or delaying activities associated with vehicle/vessel/facility maintenance and
ordinance loading; delaying response times for ship deployments and overall operations;
and creating uncertainties regarding ESA consultation (e.g., reinitiation requirements) or
imposing compliance conditions that would divert military resources. Also, both military
agencies cited their ongoing and positive consultation history with NOAA Fisheries and
underscored cases where they are implementing best management practices to reduce
impacts on listed salmonids.

Following the proposed designation we had further discussion with the Navy and agreed
to refine the delineation of offshore areas in Puget Sound where the Navy has established
security zones. We had proposed to exclude those areas up to the extreme high water
line, but the Navy agreed that the military zone could instead be delineated in terms of
the mean lower low tide without raising national security concerns. Since most of the
activities affecting salmon and steelhead in the nearshore zone are land-based, this
refinement allowed us to retain most of the conservation benefit of designating nearshore
areas while still retaining the benefit to national security of excluding offshore military
areas.

The principal benefit of designating critical habitat is section 7’s requirement that federal
agencies ensure their actions are not likely to result in adverse modification of that
habitat. To understand the benefit of designating critical habitat in military areas, we
considered the number of miles of stream and nearshore areas affected, the conservation
value rating of those areas, and the types of activities occurring there that would be likely
to undergo a section 7 consultation. For areas covered by INRMPs, we also considered
the fact that the INRMPs provide some level of conservation benefit to the listed salmon
and steelhead. The 12 land-based facilities and 12 Navy security zones in Puget Sound
include both stream and nearshore critical habitat for three ESUs: one percent of the total
stream miles and two percent of the total nearshore miles for Puget Sound Chinook; four
percent of the total nearshore miles for Hood Canal summer-run chum; and one percent
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of the total stream miles for upper Columbia River steelhead. All of the stream and
nearshore miles are rated as having a high conservation value.

The types of activities occurring in these areas that would be likely to undergo a section 7
consultation include activities associated with: instream activities, National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permits, and non-hydropower dams (NMFS 2005b).

The benefit of excluding these areas is that the Navy would not need to reinitiate
consultation on ongoing activities for which consultation has been completed.
Reinitiation of consultation would likely require some commitment of resources on the
part of the Navy. Moreover, in a reinitiated consultation, or in any future consultation,
the Navy may be required to modify some of its activities to ensure they would not be
likely to adversely modify the critical habitat. The Navy maintains that the additional
commitment of resources, and any modification of its activities, would likely reduce its
readiness capability. Given that the Navy is currently actively engaged in training,
maintaining, and deploying forces in the current war on terrorism, this reduction in
readiness could reduce the ability of the military to ensure national security.

For each ESU, we considered the miles of habitat within the boundaries of military areas;
the conservation value of that habitat; and type of federal activities in those areas that
would likely undergo section 7 consultation. We also considered the degree to which the
military agencies believe designation will affect military readiness (NMFS 2005b).
Based on our consideration, and given the following factors, we concluded that the
national security benefits of exclusion outweigh the conservation benefits of designation
for each of the three affected ESUs:
e the high priority placed on national security by the Administration;
e the potential for critical habitat designation to have some impact on the Navy’s
military readiness;
e the fact that these areas are covered by INRMPs that we find provide a benefit for
the ESU, as implemented (thereby reducing the benefit of designation); and
o the fact that collectively these areas represent relatively small percentages of the
total habitat available for each ESU.

Our consideration of whether these exclusions would result in extinction of any of the
affected ESUs is described in more detail in the discussion of ESU-by-ESU exclusions
later in this report.

Balancing benefits of designation against impacts to Indian tribes

Our balancing of the benefits of designation against the benefits of exclusion for Indian
lands is described more fully in a separate document (NMFS 2005c¢), reproduced at
Appendix B. There are 14 tribes with Indian lands that overlap the critical habitat for
seven of the 12 ESUs considered in this designation. The critical habitat on Indian lands
ranges from a few miles to hundreds of miles of stream, and includes areas rated as
having a high, medium and low conservation rating.
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Throughout the course of preparing the proposed designation we consulted with
Northwest Indian tribes to determine the impact of critical habitat designation on tribes.
Northwest tribes universally advised us that critical habitat designation would have a
negative impact on tribal sovereignty and tribal self-governance. The longstanding and
distinctive relationship between the federal and tribal Governments is defined by treaties,
statutes, executive orders, judicial decisions, and agreements, which differentiate tribal
governments from the other entities that deal with, or are affected by, the federal
government. This relationship has given rise to a special federal trust responsibility
involving the legal responsibilities and obligations of the United States toward Indian
Tribes and the application of fiduciary standards of due care with respect to Indian lands,
tribal trust resources, and the exercise of tribal rights. Pursuant to these authorities lands
have been retained by Indian Tribes or have been set aside for tribal use. These lands are
managed by Indian Tribes in accordance with tribal goals and objectives within the
framework of applicable treaties and laws.

Tribal governments have a unique status with respect to salmon and steelhead in the
Pacific Northwest, where they are co-managers of these resources throughout the region.
The co-manager relationship crosses tribal, federal, and state boundaries, and addresses
all aspects of the species’ life cycle. The positive working relationship between the
federal government and tribes can be seen in federal-tribal participation within the U.S. v.
Oregon and U.S. v. Washington framework and the participation of tribes on interstate
(Pacific Fisheries Management Council) and international (Pacific Salmon Commission)
management bodies. Additionally, there are innumerable local and regional forums and
planning efforts in which the tribes are engaged with the federal government (NMFS
2005¢ provides a detailed list of activities and forums). These activities result in several
benefits to the salmon species, by ensuring that habitat priorities are identified and
addressed, that hatchery reforms are implemented, and that harvest does not preclude
recovery. The participation of the tribes in these activities is crucial to the management
and recovery of the listed species.

Our consultation with the tribes and a series of letters and analyses they have provided
indicates that they view the designation of Indian lands as an unwanted intrusion into
tribal self-governance, compromising the government-to-government relationship that is
essential to achieving our mutual goal of conserving threatened and endangered salmon
and steelhead. Further, the tribes indicate that their participation in existing co-manager
processes will be compromised by the designation of their lands as they have limited staff
and resources.

Based on this background, we concluded that the designation of Indian lands would have
a negative impact on the longstanding unique relationship between the tribes and the
federal government and have a corresponding negative impact on salmon protection and
management. We considered these impacts to be relevant to the section 4(b)(2)
consideration, consistent with recent case law addressing the designation of critical
habitat on tribal lands. “It is certainly reasonable to consider a positive working
relationship relevant, particularly when the relationship results in the implementation of
beneficial natural resource programs, including species preservation.” Center for
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Biologicial Diversity et. al. v. Norton, 240 F. Supp. 2d 1090, 1105); Douglas County v.

Babbitt 48 F3d 1495, 1507 (1995)(defining “relevant” as impacts consistent with the

purposes of the Act).

The principal benefit of designating critical habitat is section 7’s requirement that federal
agencies ensure their actions are not likely to result in adverse modification of that
habitat. To understand the benefit of designating critical habitat on Indian lands, we
considered the number of miles of stream and nearshore areas affected, the conservation
value rating of those areas, and the types of activities occurring there that would be likely
to undergo a section 7 consultation. Table 2 lists the ESUs and amount of habitat

involved.

Table 2. Benefits of critical habitat designation on Indian lands — extent of habitat
that would receive section 7 protections.

Indian

Stream miles overlappin, lands Nearshore Indian lands
ESU and. th Indi Vl dpp g 1 miles (all overlap as %
Occupied Miles with Indian lands overlap as high) of total
% of total overlappin nearshore
(Occupied stream miles / stream . pp. g .
occupied nearshore miles) Conservation Value miles with Indian mllels
High  Med  Low | occupied lands occupied
1. Puget Sound
Chinook Salmon 46 <1 2% 146 6%
(2,216 /2,376)
2. Hood Canal Summer-
run Chum Salmon 4 5% 9 2%
(88/402)
3. Ozette Lake
Sockeye Salmon <1 2%
(40 / na)
4. Upper Columbia River
Steelhead 43 2 9 4%
(1,332 / na)
5. Snake River Steelhead o
(8,225 / na) 27 12 <1%
6. Middle Columbia
River Steelhead 535 63 1 9%
(6,529 / na)
7. Upper Willamette
River Steelhead 9 2 <1%
(1,830/0)

The types of activities occurring in these areas that would be likely to undergo a section 7
consultation include activities associated with: mining, utilities, dredging, instream
activities, development, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits,

transportation, non-hydropower dams, and hydropower dams (NMFS 2005¢).
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The benefit of excluding these areas is that federal agencies acting on behalf of, funding,
or issuing permits to the tribes would not need to reinitiate consultation on ongoing
activities for which consultation has been completed. Reinitiation of consultation would
likely require some commitment of resources on the part of the affected tribe. Moreover,
in a reinitiated consultation, or in any future consultation, tribes may be required to
modify some of their activities to ensure the activities would not be likely to adversely
modify the critical habitat. The benefits of excluding Indian lands from designation
include: 1) the furtherance of established national policies, our federal trust obligations
and our deference to the tribes in management of natural resources on their lands; 2) the
maintenance of effective long term working relationships to promote the conservation of
salmon and steelhead on an ecosystem-wide basis across four states; 3) the allowance for
continued meaningful collaboration and cooperation in scientific work to learn more
about the conservation needs of the species on an ecosystem-wide basis; and 4) continued
respect for tribal sovereignty over management of natural resources on Indian lands
through established tribal natural resource programs.

For each ESU, we considered: the miles of habitat within the boundaries of Indian lands;
the conservation value of that habitat; and the federal activities in those areas that would
likely undergo section 7 consultation. We also considered the degree to which the tribes
believe designation will affect their participation in regional management forums and
their ability to manage their lands (NMFS 2005c¢).

Based on our consideration, and given the following factors, we concluded that the
benefits to conservation of the ESUs from full tribal participation in regional salmon
management mitigated the loss of conservation benefits that would result from
designation of tribal lands. With this mitigating conservation benefit in mind, we further
concluded that the benefits to tribal governments, with whom the federal government has
a unique trust relationship, particularly with regard to land held by the federal
government in trust for the tribes, therefore outweigh the conservation benefits of
designation for each of the seven affected ESUs. We considered the following factors in
reaching this conclusion:

e the unique relationship between the federal government and Indian tribes in
general and more specifically defined in the Pacific Northwest under U.S. v.
Washington and U.S. v. Oregon;

e the unique status of lands held in trust by the federal government for the benefit of
Indian tribes;

e the unique consideration to be given Indian lands under Secretarial Order 3206 ;

e the potential for critical habitat designation to have some impact on tribal
participation in regional management forums;

e the potential for critical habitat designation to have some impact on tribal
sovereignty and self-governance;

e our analysis of the type of activities likely to require a section 7 consultation; and

o the fact that collectively these areas represent relatively small percentages of the
total habitat available for each ESU.

The Indian lands specifically recommended for exclusion are those defined in the
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Secretarial Order, including: 1) lands held in trust by the United States for the benefit of
any Indian tribe, 2) land held in trust by the United States for any Indian Tribe or
individual subject to restrictions by the United States against alienation, 3) fee lands,
either within or outside the reservation boundaries, owned by the tribal government; and,
4) fee lands within the reservation boundaries owned by individual Indians.

Our consideration of whether these exclusions would result in extinction of any of the
affected ESUs is described in more detail in the discussion of ESU-by-ESU exclusions
later in this report.

Balancing benefits of designation against impacts to the program to
promote voluntary conservation agreements

Our balancing of benefits of designation and exclusion for lands covered by Habitat
Conservation Plans (HCP) is described more fully in a separate document (NMFS
2005¢), reproduced at Appendix C. There are 10 landowners with current HCPs whose
lands overlap the critical habitat of the ESUs considered in this rule. They range from
lands with just a few stream miles to lands with scores of stream miles of critical habitat.

Section 10 of the ESA provides an opportunity for landowners to obtain an incidental
take permit by developing and implementing a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The
HCP must specify the impact likely to result from take, what steps the applicant will take
to minimize and mitigate such impacts, and the funding available to implement such
steps. The applicant must have considered alternative actions and explained why other
alternatives are not being pursued, and we may require additional actions necessary or
appropriate for the purposes of the plan. Before an HCP can be finalized, we must
conclude that any take associated with implementing the plan will be incidental, that the
impact of such take will be minimized and mitigated, that the plan is adequately funded,
and that the take will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery
of the species in the wild. The HCP undergoes environmental analysis under the
National Environmental Policy Act and we conduct a section 7 consultation with
ourselves to ensure granting the permit is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence
of the species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat.

Designation of critical habitat on HCP-covered lands may affect activities that are
initiated by the landowner (such as when the landowner needs a federal permit to conduct
instream work) or that are initiated by a federal agency and have no direct involvement
by the landowner (such as federal funding of construction on a county road). For
activities initiated by the landowner, although the section 7 applies only to federal
actions, the requirement to avoid adverse modification of critical habitat operates as a
requirement imposed on the landowner. For example, when a landowner needs a permit
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to armor a streambank, it is the landowner, not
the Corps, who will bear any cost of design changes that are required to avoid adversely
modifying the critical habitat.

The designation of critical habitat may also have impacts that are unrelated to section 7’s
requirements. For example, state environmental laws may contain provisions that are
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triggered if a state-regulated activity occurs in federally-designated critical habitat.
Another possibility is that critical habitat designation could have “stigma” effects, or
impacts on the economic value of private land that are not attributable to any direct
restrictions on the use of the land (NMFS 2005¢).

Because of these potential impacts, landowners often are opposed to designation of their
land as critical habitat. This opposition is well-documented in the popular press. During
the comment period on the proposed rule, we received comments from a number of
parties interested in HCPs and other forms of conservation agreements. Many of the
commenters expressed the view that designation of lands covered by HCPs may harm our
ongoing relationship with landowners. The comments of three landowners with current
HCPs provided evidence that exclusion is likely to enhance our relationship with these
landowners, which in turn will promote our ability to work effectively together to
implement the HCP. Another landowner with a current HCP welcomed designation
because it reinforces the importance of the area. Other landowners with current HCPs
were silent regarding the impact of designation on their land. Based on this mix of
comments, we could not draw a conclusion that landowners with HCPs universally view
designation of critical habitat as interfering with our relationship. We could draw that
conclusion only with respect to the landowners who raised concerns.

The three landowners are Washington Department of Natural Resources, Green Diamond
Resources Company, and West Fork Timber Company. The affected ESUs and number
of stream miles are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Benefits of critical habitat designation on HCP-covered lands — extent of
habitat that would receive section 7 protections.

Stream miles HCP lands
ESU and overlapping with HCP | overlap as %
0] d Mil
ccupied M1Ies lands of total stream
(Occupied stream miles) . Conservation Value mlle§
High Med Low occupied

1. Puget Sound Chinook Salmon (2,216) 70 23 5 4%
2. Lower Columbia River Chinook Salmon (1,655) 87 75 10%
3. Hood Canal Summer-run Chum Salmon (88) 4 1 6%
4. Columbia River Chum Salmon (715) 4 <1%
5. Ozette Lake Sockeye Salmon (40) 2 5%
6. Lower Columbia River Steelhead (2,673) 84 41 5%
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The types of activities occurring in these areas that would be likely to undergo a section 7
consultation include activities associated with: dredging, instream activities,
development, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits, transportation,
non-hydropower dams, and hydropower dams (NMFS 2005¢).

The benefits of designating HCP-covered lands may be reduced by the fact that the
landowner has put conservation measures in place through the HCP. These measures
provide protection when actions are taken by the landowner and are covered by the HCP.

The benefits of excluding these HCP-covered lands from designation include the
furtherance of our ongoing relationship with these landowners in particular, the potential
that exclusion of these lands will provide an incentive for other landowners to seek
HCPs, and the general promotion of a the HCP program. Conservation agreements on
non-federal land provide an important conservation benefit to listed species. Section 7
applies only to federal agency actions. Its requirements protect listed salmon and
steelhead on federal lands and whenever a federal permit or funding is involved.
Nevertheless, its reach is limited. The vast majority of activities occurring in riparian and
upland areas on non-federal lands do not require a federal permit or funding and are not
reached by section 7. The ability of the ESA to induce private landowners to adopt
conservation measures lies instead in the take prohibitions of section 9(a) and 4(d) and
many landowners have chosen to adopt conservation plans to avoid any uncertainty. For
these reasons, the agency has a long-standing policy of promoting voluntary conservation
agreements with non-federal landowners, particularly through the HCP program (61 FR
63854; December 2, 1996).

For each ESU, we considered: the miles of habitat within the boundaries of the three
HCPs; the conservation value of that habitat; and the types of federal activities in those
areas that would likely undergo section 7 consultation. We also considered the degree to
which the landowners believe designation will affect the ongoing partnership that is
essential to the continued successful implementation of the HCP and the extent to which
exclusion provides an incentive to other landowners (NMFS 2005¢).

Based on our consideration, and given the following factors, we conclude that the
benefits to conservation of the ESUs from enhancing our ongoing relationship with these
landowners, from encouraging other landowners to develop HCPs, and from promoting
the HCP program generally, outweigh the benefits of designation for each of the six
affected ESUs. We considered the following factors in reaching this conclusion:
e the primary means of obtaining conservation on private lands is through HCPs
and other conservation agreements rather than through section 7,
e the conclusion we reached in approving these HCPs that they were adequate to
provide for conservation of the ESUs, with respect to the activities covered by the
HCPs;
e our established policy of promoting conservation on private land through
developing HCPs;
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o the stated belief that designation of these HCP lands would interfere with our
ongoing relationship with these landowners;

e the expectation that exclusion from critical habitat designation will encourage
other landowners to seek HCPs;

o the fact that these HCPs expressly provide for conservation of the affected ESUs.

Our consideration of whether these exclusions would result in extinction of any of the
affected ESUSs is described in more detail in the discussion of ESU-by-ESU exclusions
later in this report.

Economics — Balancing benefits of designating particular watersheds
against economic benefits

We balanced the benefits of designation against the economic benefits of exclusion using
a cost-effectiveness approach described below. The report at Appendix D show how we
applied of this approach to develop recommendations for exercise of the Secretary’s
discretion to exclude particular areas.

In a separate report we document our estimate of the economic impacts of designating
each of the particular areas found to meet the definition of critical habitat (NMFS 2005d).
The first step was to identify the baseline conditions — the legal and regulatory constraints
on economic activity that are independent of critical habitat designation, for example
Clean Water Act requirements. Coextensive impacts of the section 7 jeopardy
requirement were not considered part of the baseline. Next, from the consultation record,
we identified federal activities that might affect habitat and that might result in a section
7 consultation. (We did not consider federal actions, such as the approval of a fishery,
that might affect the species directly but not affect its habitat.) We identified 13 types of
activities and the modifications each type of activity was likely to undergo as a result of
section 7 consultation. We developed an expected direct cost for each type of action and
projected the likely occurrence of each type of project in each watershed, using existing
spatial databases (for example., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404(d) permit
database). Finally, we aggregated the costs from the various types of actions and
estimated an annual impact, taking into account the probability of consultation occurring
and the likely rate of occurrence of that project type.

The economic analysis makes certain simplifying assumptions that may cause costs in
some categories to be overstated. For example, except for costs associated with federal
lands and a judicial restriction on pesticide application, costs are assigned to all activities
within the geographic boundary of the watershed, even though not all federal activities in
the watershed will lead to a section 7 consultation. The analysis also makes assumptions
about the likely impact of modifications to hydropower projects, when in fact many of
the projects included in the analysis may not require modifications. This could not be
determined without further analysis, which time did not permit. As discussed previously,
the analysis also overestimates costs because it includes costs that would be incurred as a
result of applying the jeopardy requirement of section 7. Nevertheless, the analysis is
based on the best information available within the time constraints, and it provides a
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reasonable basis for comparing cost impacts among different areas to inform the
designation process.

The analysis also estimated how much of the economic impacts would have a local effect
versus a regional or national effect. This was accomplished by identifying which of the
activity types were likely to have local economic effects (such as instream activities) and
which were likely to have broader effects (such as hydropower or federal lands
activities). By estimating the number of people within each watershed, the analysis also
allowed for a consideration of per capita costs in each. Because there were habitat areas
where we wanted the option to consider connectivity corridors separately from the
tributaries (such as a high-value connectivity corridor through an otherwise low-value
habitat area), we also identified which types of activities were most likely to have
tributary impacts and which were most likely to have connectivity corridor impacts. This
allowed us to estimate the separate impact of designating just the tributaries (and
therefore the separate benefit of excluding just the tributaries).

The economic analysis presents the costs as a point estimate for each habitat area,
generally representing the mid-point of the range of costs. The economic analysis used
two different discount rates to predict future costs (7 and 3 percent). In conducting our
4(b)(2) cost-effectiveness analysis we focused on the estimates that used the 7 percent
rate. We also tested our methods against the estimates using the 3 percent rate and found
the results would not change.

Ideally the balancing of any benefits, particularly economic benefits, would involve first
translating the benefits on both sides of the balance into a common metric. Executive
branch guidance from the Office of Management and Budget suggests that benefits
should first be monetized — converted into dollars. Benefits that cannot be monetized
should be quantified (for example, numbers of fish saved.) Where benefits can neither be
monetized nor quantified, agencies are to describe the expected benefits (OMB 2003).

It may be possible to monetize benefits of critical habitat designation for a threatened or
endangered species in terms of willingness-to-pay (OMB 2003). However, we are not
aware of any available data at the scale of our designation (by watershed, across more
than 600 watersheds) that would support such an analysis for salmon and steelhead. The
short statutory timeframes, geographic scale of the designations under consideration, and
the statute’s requirement to use best “available” information suggest such a costly and
time-consuming approach is not currently available. In addition, section 4(b)(2) requires
analysis of impacts other than economic impacts that are equally difficult to monetize,
such as benefits to national security of excluding areas from critical habitat. In the case
of salmon and steelhead designations, impacts to Northwest tribes or to our program to
promote voluntary conservation agreements are “other relevant” impacts that also may be
difficult to monetize.

An alternative approach, approved by OMB, is to conduct a cost-effectiveness analysis.

A cost-effectiveness analysis ideally first involves quantifying benefits, for example,
percent reduction in extinction risk, percent increase in productivity, or increase in
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numbers of fish. Given the state of the science, it would be difficult to quantify the
benefits reliably. There are models for estimating numbers of salmon that might be
produced from a watershed under different sets of environmental conditions (for
example, Ecosystem Diagnosis and Treatment (Mobrand 1999)). While such models
give quantified results, the accuracy of the quantified projections is uncertain because of
the lack of data both on the relationships between environmental conditions and numbers
of fish, and the actual conditions of habitat in a given area. This leads to a heavy reliance
on expert opinion for estimating habitat condition and the expected response of fish to
changing environmental conditions in a specific location. Moreover, applying such
models at the scale required for salmon and steelhead would take more time than the
statute allows.

Although it is difficult to monetize or quantify benefits of critical habitat designation, it is
possible to differentiate among habitat areas based on their relative contribution to
conservation. For example, habitat areas can be rated as having a high, medium or low
conservation value. Like the models discussed above, such a rating is based on best
professional judgment. The simpler output (a qualitative ordinal ranking), however, may
better reflect the state of the science for the geographic scale considered here than a
quantified output, and can be done more easily within the statutory timeframes and with
available information. The qualitative ordinal evaluations can then be combined with
estimates of the economic costs of critical habitat designation in a framework that
essentially adopts that of cost-effectiveness. Individual habitat areas can then be assessed
using both their biological evaluation and economic cost, so that areas with high
conservation value and lower economic cost have a higher priority for designation and
areas with a low conservation value and higher economic cost have a higher priority for
exclusion.

In determining whether the economic benefit of excluding a habitat area might outweigh
the benefit to the species of designation, we considered the following factors: 1) the
policy goal of exercising our discretion to further conservation of listed species; 2) the
policy goal of adopting regulations that minimize total economic impacts and disparate
economic impacts; 3) the recognition that because we are considering coextensive
impacts, the dollar benefits of exclusion are likely overstated, 4) the difficulty of
balancing dissimilar values (dollars versus benefits to species conservation); and 5) the
limited time frame in which to make decisions. Consideration of these factors led us to a
cost-effectiveness approach in which we gave priority to excluding habitat areas with a
relatively lower benefit of designation and a relatively higher economic impact.

The circumstances of most of the listed ESUs seem well suited to a cost-effectiveness
approach. Pacific salmon and steelhead are wide-ranging species and occupy numerous
habitat areas with thousands of stream miles. Most of these areas contain “physical or
biological features” we have identified as “essential to conservation” of the ESUs. Not
all these areas, however, are of equal importance to conserving an ESU, as evidenced by
the biological teams’ rating of different areas as high, medium or low. It is therefore
possible to construct different scenarios for achieving conservation, which might have
more or less certainty of achieving conservation, and more or less economic impact.
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To give effect to our policy goals we decided on a two-step approach. In the first step we
identified all areas eligible for exclusion. Eligibility was determined based on a dollar
impact. In the second step we asked the biological teams to consider whether excluding
any of the eligible areas, either alone or in combination with other eligible areas, would
significantly impede conservation. For the first step, we sought criteria that would result
in a list of eligible areas with a meaningful cost savings. At the same time, because of the
time limitations, we did not want to develop a list that would then require extensive
modification as a result of applying biological judgment in the second step.

We also sought criteria that would account for the fact that recovery planning processes
are not yet complete. The timeframes associated with the designation process necessarily
lead to decisions regarding designation of critical habitat in advance of recovery
planning. This is a factor for the agency to consider in deciding whether to exclude any
areas.

To better determine the most appropriate criteria, we first constructed alternative
scenarios for the initial exclusion step. In one scenario we did not exclude any areas.
This scenario would provide the maximum benefit of designation to the species, and a
useful point of comparison for the economic benefit possible from other scenarios. In
another scenario we simply considered as eligible for exclusion all habitat areas with a
low- or medium-value rating. In a third scenario we developed dollar thresholds for low-
and medium-value areas likely to result in meaningful economic reductions, but that
would not in most cases automatically make all the low- and medium-value habitat areas
eligible for exclusion.

In addition to overall economic impact, we were concerned about equitable allocation of
impacts. Per capita local impacts tended to be higher in less developed areas where there
are fewer people. To carry out the policy objective of an equitable distribution of the
regulatory burden, we also included criteria in the third scenario making areas eligible for
exclusion based on per capita impact. In none of the scenarios did we consider habitat
areas for exclusion if they had a high-value. Based on the rating process used by the
biological teams, we judged that exclusion of any of the high-value areas would
significantly impede conservation.

Selection of criteria for the third scenario was complicated by the fact that the
circumstances of each ESU are unique. For example, none of the habitat areas occupied
by Columbia River chum or Hood Canal summer chum received a low-value rating.
Some ESUs had a higher proportion of low- and medium-value areas than others.
Different criteria could therefore be expected to produce different results for different
ESUs. In developing criteria for the third scenario, we chose dollar thresholds that we
anticipated would lead most directly to a cost-effective scenario, recognizing that the
question of whether the economic benefit of excluding any particular area outweighs the
benefit of designating that area can only be answered in the context of the overall
designation — the conservation impact of excluding any particular area may depend on
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which other areas are being excluded, and therefore the benefit of designation may
depend on what else is being designated.

As criteria for identifying habitat areas eligible for exclusion, we selected a threshold for
total impacts of $85,000 and per capita impacts greater than $100 for low-value areas.
For medium-value areas, we selected a threshold of $300,000 and per capita impacts
greater than $500. The average size of watersheds in Idaho is only 40 percent of the
average size of watersheds in Oregon and Washington, so for the Idaho watersheds we
used thresholds set at 40 percent of these values. These numbers do not represent an
objective judgment that, for example, a low-value area is worth no more than $85,000.
The statute directs us to balance dissimilar interests with a limited amount of time (and
therefore information). It emphasizes the discretionary nature of the decision to exclude.
Moreover, while our approach follows the Tenth Circuit’s direction to consider
coextensive economic impacts, we nevertheless must acknowledge that all of the cost
estimates are likely higher than the true cost of a critical habitat designation. Finally, the
cost estimates developed by our economic analysis do not result in a distribution with
obvious break points that would lead to a logical division between “high,” “medium,”
and “low” costs that might correspond to high, medium and low conservation value.
Given these factors, a judgment that any particular dollar threshold is objectively “right,”
would be neither necessary nor possible. Rather, what economic impact is “high” and
therefore might outweigh the benefit of designating a medium- or low-value habitat area
is a matter of discretion and depends on the policy context. The policy context in which
we carry out this task led us to select dollar thresholds that would likely lead to a cost-
effective designation in a limited amount of time with a relatively simple process. We
did not receive any comments from peer reviewers or the public regarding our choice of
dollar thresholds or the two-step process we used to first identify areas eligible for
exclusion and then determine whether to recommend exclusion.

As described previously, during the course of developing a final rule we also considered
whether there were some cases in which the biological teams’ ratings of conservation
value might need to be adjusted to take into account the likelihood of a consultation and
the degree of habitat modification likely as a result of potential federal actions. To
address this concern, we identified a profile for a watershed that would have “low
leverage” based on the fact that a section 7 consultation in that watershed would be
unlikely to occur or, if it did occur, it would yield few conservation benefits. We used
this profile to identify potential low leverage watersheds and then verified with the
biological teams that the areas identified did indeed have low section 7 leverage. We
then adjusted downward by one level the conservation rating for these low leverage
watersheds. The result was that some watersheds previously given a low conservation
value now had a “very low” conservation value. To balance the benefit of designating
these watersheds against the economic benefit of excluding them, we adopted an
additional dollar threshold of $1000, as a figure that represented a very low economic
impact. (We did not develop a profile for a high leverage watershed and adjust
conservation ratings upward because of the second step in our economic exclusion
process, in which the biological teams advised whether exclusion would significantly
impede conservation. Our selection of dollar thresholds was intended to create an
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efficient process and not because of a judgment about absolute equivalence between a
certain dollar amount and a certain amount of conservation. We concluded that this
second step protected against excluding a watershed if exclusion would significantly
impede conservation, making upward adjustments unnecessary.)

Table 4 illustrates the results of each scenario for each ESU (L=Low and M=Medium).
Where a habitat area contains tributaries with one rating and a connectivity corridor with
another rating, the impacts are separated and attributed accordingly. For example, if a
habitat area has a low-value tributary rating and a high-value connectivity corridor, the
economic impact of designating the high-value connectivity corridor is represented in the
“high” category and the impact of designating the tributaries is represented in the “low”

category.

Table 4: Comparison of alternative scenarios for excluding certain areas from critical
habitat designation under ESA section 4(b)(2). The cumulative potential economic
impact of designating habitat areas within watersheds is presented for the low
conservation value, medium conservation value, high conservation value, and all habitat
areas for each Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU). The reduction in potential
economic impact is then presented for each of the three scenarios. Economic impacts
reflect those for watersheds and connectivity corridors within the spawning and rearing

range of a given ESU.
Potential Reduction in Maximum Economic Impact
(reduction in annual economic impact of section 7 consultations)
Conservation
value of
watersheds/ Maximum
nearshore economic
areas impact Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
L = low value Annual No areas eligible for All low-value(L) and All low-value (L) areas
economic impact | exclusion medium-value (M) with an economic

M = medium
value

H = high value

of section 7
consultations

areas eligible for
exclusion. For L and M
areas with high-value
(H) migration/
connectivity corridors,
only tributaries are
eligible for exclusion.

impact > $85,000/yea
or >$100/year/personr,
and all medium-value
(M) areas with an
economic impact of
$300,000/year or >
8500/yvear/person, are
eligible for exclusion

1. Puget Sound chinook ESU

L $8,472,412 $0 -$8,472.412 -$8,472.412
M $12,026,703 $0 -$12,026,703 -$11,085,430
H $70,357,267 $0 $0 $0

42




Total | $90,856,383 | 50 | -$20,499,116 -$19,557,842
. Lower Columbia River chinook ESU
L $4,851,132 $0 -$4,851,132 -$4,851,132
M $6,509,118 $0 -$6,509,118 -$4,547,868
H $26,194,803 $0 $0 $0
Total $37,555,053 $0 -$11,360,250 -$9,399,000
. Upper Willamette River chinook ESU
L $4,639,638 $0 -$4,639,638 -$4,639,638
M $4,746,829 $0 -$4,746,829 -$1,931,760
H $22,805,563 $0 $0 $0
Total $32,192,031 $0 -$9,386,468 -$6,571,398
. _Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook ESU
L $0 $0 $0 $0
M $4,183,890 $0 -$4,183,890 -$3,387,900
H $13,447,675 $0 $0 $0
Total $17,631,565 $0 -$4,183,890 -$3,387,900
. Hood Canal summer-run chum ESU
L $0 $0 $0 $0
M $1,633,492 $0 -$1,633,492 $0
H $5,121,923 $0 $0 $0
Total $6,755,416 $0 -$1,633,492 $0
. Columbia River chum ESU
L $0 $0 $0 $0
M $578,785 $0 -$578,785 -$528,994
H $16,435,738 $0 $0 $0
Total $17,014,523 $0 -$578,785 -$528,994
. Ozette Lake sockeye ESU
L $0 $0 $0 $0
M $0 $0 $0 $0
H $2,723 $0 $0 $0
Total $2,723 $0 $0 $0
. Upper Columbia River Steelhead
L $226,967 $0 -$226,967 -$210,642
M $8,850,190 $0 -$8,850,190 -$5,821,506
H $17,631,560 $0 $0 $0
Total $26,708,717 $0 -$9,077,157 -$6,032,148

. Snake River Basin Steelhead
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L $561,888 $0 -$561,888 -$480,090
M $2,702,081 $0 -$2,702,081 -$275,532
H $26,666,414 $0 $0 $0
Total $29,930,383 $0 -$3,263,969 -$755,622
10. Middle Columbia River Steelhead
L $2,023,184 $0 -$2,023,184 -$1,966,579
M $7,542,012 $0 -$7,542,012 -$2,311,459
H $33,141,019 $0 $0 $0
Total $42,706,215 $0 -$9,565,196 -$4,278,038
11. Lower Columbia River Steelhead
L $1,069,821 $0 -$1,069,821 -$1,069,821
M $8,002,572 $0 -$8,002,572 -$6,215,291
H $27,499,337 $0 $0 $0
Total $36,571,730 $0 -$9,072,393 -$7,285,112
12. Upper Willamette Steelhead
L $4,056,065 $0 -$4,056,065 -$4,056,065
M $2,222,039 $0 -$2,222,039 -$432,615
H $8,861,875 $0 $0 $0
Total $15,139,978 $0 -$6,278,103 -$4,488,679

Scenario 1 illustrates the total estimated economic impact of applying section 7
requirements to habitat-modifying actions in all of the habitat areas within an ESU.
Scenario 2 illustrates the estimated potential reduction in economic impact if all of the
low- and medium-value habitat areas are excluded, and Scenario 3 illustrates the
estimated potential reduction in economic impact if low- and medium-value habitat areas
above a particular dollar threshold are excluded. The cost reductions shown are only
potential reductions. Until the second step of the analysis is completed, it is not possible
to determine the final estimated reduction that scenario would yield. In considering the
scenarios, we kept in mind that both the costs and reductions to cost are likely overstated
because the jeopardy requirement of section 7 still applies. Nevertheless, examining
alternatives gives a useful picture of the relative outcomes of different scenarios.

Scenario 1 would maximize the goal of achieving conservation. However, it would not
serve the other goal of efficiently reducing the cost of conservation. Scenario 2 furthers
the goal of reducing economic impacts, but without any sensitivity to the fact that for
some habitat areas the cost is relatively small so the incremental benefit of excluding that
area is small (making it problematic to conclude that the benefit of exclusion outweighs
the benefit of designation). Scenario 2 is also not sensitive to the fact that for most ESUs,
eliminating all low- and medium-value habitat areas is likely to significantly impede
conservation. While the second step of the test (application of biological judgment)
would address this concern, it would not do so in an efficient way — that is, it would not
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efficiently lead to the low-cost areas being favored for designation and the high cost areas
favored for exclusion. For Scenario 2, it is unlikely that all of the potential reductions
would be retained through the second step. The end result also may not be economically
efficient unless there are additional iterative steps that allow for consideration of
economic impacts within the context of the goal of achieving conservation.

In contrast, Scenario 3 is sensitive to the fact that excluding some low and medium areas
will save less than excluding other low and medium areas. It is also sensitive to the fact
that excluding all low and medium areas in all ESUs would not result in an efficient
second step of the process. Based on these considerations, we adopted the two-step test,
first applying the economic criteria described for Scenario 3 to develop a set of
recommended exclusions. In the second step of the process, we asked the biological
teams whether excluding any of the habitat areas identified in the first step would
significantly impede conservation. The teams considered this question in the context of
the exclusions being contemplated for military areas, Indian lands, and HCP lands; all of
the areas eligible for exclusion based on economic impacts; and the information they had
developed in providing the initial conservation ratings. Where the teams concluded that
exclusion would significantly impede conservation, we have not recommended exclusion.
The tables in Appendix D show the result of applying this two-step process.

We note that other approaches could be taken to economic exclusions and other policy
considerations could be applied to reach a different result. For example, in the first step,
different dollar thresholds could be selected, including a dollar threshold above which
high-value areas would be considered for exclusion. Or in the second step, policy-
makers might favor other goals over conservation.

The tables in Appendix D show the results of applying these thresholds. They indicate all
of those watersheds determined eligible for exclusion in the first step of the process. The
footnotes identify where the second step of the process resulted in a watershed that was
eligible for exclusion not being excluded.

Determine whether the cumulative effect of the recommended
exclusions will result in extinction of the species

Section 4(b)(2) does not allow the agency to exclude areas if exclusion will result in
extinction of the species. Since we have not recommended excluding any habitat areas
based on economic impacts if the exclusion would significantly impede conservation, we
have determined for each ESU that the exclusion of the areas we recommend based on
economic impacts will not significantly impede conservation. In the next section we
discuss how we considered the economic exclusions in combination with the other types
of exclusions to make this required finding for each ESU.
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AREAS RECOMMENDED FOR EXCLUSION - BY ESU

Many of the habitat areas under consideration meet the definition of critical habitat for
more than one ESU, that is, they have overlapping critical habitat. Also, in the Snake
River basin, there are listed ESUs with critical habitat currently designated that are not
part of this rulemaking (Snake River Fall Chinook, Snake River Spring/Summer
Chinook, and Redfish Lake Sockeye). The habitat areas for some ESUs also overlap
proposed critical habitat for the listed Bull Trout.

In areas of overlap, we could have decided that the critical habitat for one ESU would be
designated first. Protection for the first ESU would then be part of the baseline for the
second or third ESU, so there would be little impact from the subsequent designations.
We decided against this approach for several reasons. The decision of which ESU went
first could have a major effect on the incremental impact of the subsequent ESUSs,
creating an opportunity to manipulate the outcome. In addition, if one ESU were to
recover and be de-listed, its critical habitat designation would also be gone, leaving the
remaining designations in place. In contrast, an approach that considered the independent
effect of each designation would accurately represent the situation if one of the
designations were no longer to apply. Moreover, because of the cost-effectiveness
framework we have adopted, so long as we do not count these designations as part of the
baseline when we consider the benefit of designation for each ESU, we will still have an
accurate picture of the relative benefits of designation versus the relative benefits of
exclusion.

Similarly, we did not consider the existing critical habitat designations for Snake River
salmon to diminish either the impacts or the benefits of designating critical habitat for
Snake River steelhead. As with the overlapping designations, the cost-effectiveness
framework we have adopted continues to give us a meaningful comparison of relative
impacts and benefits. In addition, the agency has stated its intention to revisit the existing
critical habitat designations for Snake River ESUs, if appropriate, following completion
of related rulemaking (67 Fed. Reg. 6215, Feb. 11, 2002). Given the uncertainty that
these designations will remain in place in their current configuration, we decided not to
include them in the baseline.

One result of this decision is that there are some areas that are designated for one ESU
but excluded for another, because the differing habitat needs may lead to an area being
rated high-value for one ESU but medium- or low-value for another. In recommending
exclusions, we did not make a separate effort to match exclusions. Consistent with our
approach throughout, we considered the impacts of designation and the benefits of
designation for each ESU based on its individual circumstances.

1. Puget Sound Chinook salmon

The Puget Sound Chinook ESU was listed as a threatened species in 1999 (64 FR 14308;
March 24, 1999). The ESU includes all naturally spawned populations of Chinook
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salmon from rivers and streams flowing into Puget Sound including the Strait of Juan de
Fuca from the Elwha River, eastward, including rivers and streams flowing into Hood
Canal, South Sound, North Sound and the Strait of Georgia in Washington). The agency
recently conducted a review to update the ESU’s status, taking into account new
information and considering the net contribution of hatchery efforts in the ESU. We
recently published the results of this review and concluded that Puget Sound Chinook
salmon (including 26 hatchery programs) should remain listed as threatened (70 FR
37160; June 28, 2005).

There are 2,216 occupied stream miles meeting the definition of critical habitat for this
ESU. These are grouped into habitat areas in 61 watersheds within the range of this ESU.
Twelve habitat areas received a low rating, nine received a medium rating, and 40
received a high rating of conservation value to the ESU (NMFS 2005a). Nineteen
nearshore marine areas (encompassing 2,376 miles) also received a rating of high
conservation value. Figure D.1(a) shows a map of Puget Sound watersheds with habitat
areas occupied by the ESU and eligible for designation.

Recovery Planning Status

A Technical Recovery Team (TRT) was formed in 2000 to assist recovery planning
efforts in Puget Sound. The Puget Sound TRT has released technical reports describing
independent populations of Chinook salmon in Puget Sound (Ruckelshaus et al. 2001,
2002, 2004). The Puget Sound TRT identified 22 independent Chinook populations: the
North Fork Nooksack River, South Fork Nooksack River, Lower Skagit River, Upper
Skagit River, Lower Sauk River, Suiattle River, Upper Sauk River, Cascade River, North
Fork Stillaguamish River, South Fork Stillaguamish River, Skykomish River,
Snoqualmie River, North Lake Washington, Cedar River, Green/Duwamish River,
Puyallup River, White River, Nisqually River, Skokomish River, Dosewallips River,
Dungeness River, and Elwha River. Some naturally spawning aggregations of Chinook
were not recognized as part of these populations (e.g., the Deschutes River in South
Puget Sound). The TRT concluded that Chinook salmon using smaller streams in south
and central Puget Sound probably did not occur there in large numbers historically and
were not independent populations. It is not clear whether these smaller streams are
occupied due to recent hatchery releases or whether historically they supported small
satellite “sink” populations that were dependent on larger independent “source”
populations (Ruckelshaus et al. 2002; B. Graeber, NMFS, personal communication).

The Puget Sound TRT identified five geographic regions of diversity and correlated risk
in Puget Sound that are intended to assist in evaluating ESU-wide recovery planning
(Ruckelshaus et al. 2002). The regions are based on similarities in hydrographic,
biogeographic, geologic, and catastrophic risk characteristics and where groups of
populations have evolved in common (Ruckelshaus et al. 2002). The Puget Sound
Chinook salmon ESU occupies all of these regions. Recovery planning will likely
emphasize the need for a geographical distribution of viable populations across the range
of such regions (Ruckelshaus et al. 2002, McElhany et al. 2003). From 2003 through
early 2005, local planning groups in Puget Sound developed watershed assessments and
specific recovery action plans for each watershed. The Biological Team considered the
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TRT products in rating each watershed, but did not have the benefit of the watershed
plans. We anticipate that, as recovery planning proceeds, we will have better information
and may revise our recommendations regarding critical habitat designation.

Military Areas, Indian Lands, L.ands with Habitat Conservation Plans

There are 12 facilities located within the range of the Puget Sound Chinook salmon ESU,
controlled by the military, with Integrated Natural Resource Management Plans: (1)
Naval Submarine Base, Bangor; (2) Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport; (3)Naval
Ordinance Center, Port Hadlock (Indian Island); (4) Naval Radio Station, Jim Creek; (5)
Naval Fuel Depot, Manchester; (6) Naval Air Station Whidbey Island; (7) Naval Air
Station, Everett; (8) Bremerton Naval Hospital; (9) Puget Sound Naval Shipyard; (10)
Fort Lewis (Army); and (11) Pier 23 (Army). As described previously, and in separate
documents, we have determined that the military’s management of lands covered by
these INRMPs provides benefits to the species. The occupied stream reaches within
these military lands therefore do not qualify for designation pursuant to section 4(b)(1) of
the ESA.

There are also 12 Navy security or restricted zones within the range of this ESU, and
some of these overlap with INRMP areas. As described previously, we recommend
designating a narrow nearshore zone in non-INRMP areas but excluding deeper
nearshore waters (beyond mean lower low water) due to potential impacts on national
security and our determination that the benefits of excluding these areas outweigh the
benefits of designating them.

There are 13 Indian reservations within the range of Puget Sound Chinook: (1)
Jamestown S'Klallam tribe, (2) Lower Elwha-Klallam tribe; (3) Lummi tribe; (4)
Muckleshoot tribe; (5) Nisqually tribe; (6) Nooksack tribe; (7) Port Gamble S’Klallam
tribe; (8) Puyallup tribe; (9) Skokomish tribe; (10) Squaxin Island tribe; (11) Swinomish
tribe; (12) Tulalip tribe; and (13) Upper Skagit tribe. The amount of Indian land
overlapping areas eligible for designation is identified in Table 5. As described
previously, and in separate documents, we have determined that the benefits of excluding
the habitat areas on these Indian lands outweigh the benefits of designating them.

There are two landowners with approved HCPs within the range of the Puget Sound
Chinook ESU - Washington Department of Natural Resources and Green Diamond
Resources Company. The amount of HCP land overlapping areas eligible for designation
is identified in Table 5. As described previously, and in separate documents, we have
determined that the benefits of excluding the habitat areas on these HCP lands outweigh
the benefits of designating them.

Consideration of Economic Impacts and Recommendations for Exclusions

Table D.1 shows the estimated total and per capita local economic impacts for each of the
habitat areas. Where an area contains both a connectivity corridor and tributary habitat,
the table shows the impacts of designating each.
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In summary, we recommend that 12 low conservation value habitat areas and four
medium-value habitat areas be excluded in their entirety, and the tributary-only portions
of one medium-value area with a high-value connectivity corridor be excluded from
designation, because the economic benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits of
designation. We also recommend that tributaries only be excluded in one medium value
The map in Figure D.1(b) shows those habitat areas being recommended for exclusion.
They include 370 total stream miles, representing 17 percent of the total stream miles
occupied by the ESU. The reduction in estimated economic impact is approximately 22
percent of the impact that would occur if all habitat areas (stream and nearshore) were
designated.

We have concluded that exclusion of any of these areas alone or of all areas in
combination, would not significantly impede conservation of the Puget Sound Chinook
ESU.

Conclusion

After the exclusions discussed above (which are also summarized in Table 5), the habitat
areas being recommended for designation include approximately 1,683 stream miles and
approximately 2,182 marine nearshore miles. These habitat areas are well distributed
through, and representative of, the five geographic regions of diversity and correlated risk
identified by the Puget Sound TRT. The recommended critical habitat designation for the
Puget Sound Chinook ESU will complement recovery planning efforts aimed at
conserving the geographic distribution and diversity of the demographically independent
Chinook populations in this ESU. Therefore, we conclude that the recommended
exclusions will not result in extinction of the Puget Sound Chinook salmon ESU.

Table S. Summary of Exclusions for Puget Sound Chinook Salmon

Stream or Nearshore Miles Excluded From
Total Designation
Number of Stream
Watersheds or | Miles of | National | Indian Habitat Economic
Conservation| Nearshore Eligible | Security |Lands | Conservation
Value Areas Habitat | Impacts® Plans

High 40 1,747 19 46 70

High 19 2,376 48 146
(nearshore)

Medium 9 255 23 161

Low 12 214 <1 5 209

*These miles are ineligible for consideration because they overlap with DOD lands that are
covered by an INRMP.
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2. Lower Columbia River Chinook salmon

The Lower Columbia River Chinook ESU was listed as a threatened species in 1999.
The ESU includes all naturally spawned populations of Chinook salmon from the
Columbia River and its tributaries from its mouth at the Pacific Ocean upstream to a
transitional point between Washington and Oregon east of the Hood River and the White
Salmon River, and includes the Willamette River to Willamette Falls, Oregon, exclusive
of spring-run Chinook salmon in the Clackamas River (64 FR 14308; March 24, 1999).
The agency recently conducted a review to update the ESU’s status, taking into account
new information and considering the net contribution of artificial propagation efforts in
the ESU. We recently published the results of this review and concluded that Lower
Columbia River Chinook salmon (including 17 hatchery programs) should remain listed
as threatened (70 FR 37160; June 28, 2005).

There are 1,655 occupied stream miles meeting the definition of critical habitat for this
ESU. These are grouped into habitat areas in 48 watersheds within the range of the ESU.
Four watersheds received a low rating, 13 received a medium rating, and 31 received a
high rating of conservation value to the ESU (NMFS 2005a). The lower Columbia River
corridor downstream of the spawning range was also considered to have a high
conservation value. Figure D.2(a) shows a map of Lower River Columbia watersheds
occupied by the ESU and eligible for designation.

Recovery Planning Status

The Willamette/Lower Columbia TRT identified 31 historical demographically
independent Chinook salmon populations in this ESU (Myers et al. 2003). It is estimated
that eight to ten historical populations in the ESU have been extirpated or nearly so. The
TRT has grouped populations within the ESU into three life-history types (spring-, fall-,
and late fall-run) and three ecological spawning zones (Coast Range, Cascade, and
Columbia Gorge) (McElhany et al. 2002). Recovery planning will likely emphasize the
need for a geographical distribution of viable populations across the range of life-history
types and ecological zones (Ruckelshaus et al. 2002, McElhany et al. 2003). A draft
recovery plan for the Washington management unit of this ESU was completed by the
Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board (LCFRB) and released by NMFS for public
comment in April 2005. NMFS expects to use this plan as an interim regional recovery
plan until a plan for the whole ESU is completed. A preliminary draft plan for Oregon
areas of the ESU is expected by the end of 2005. The Biological Team considered the
LCFRB plan and the TRT products in rating each habitat area, but did not have the
benefit of regional recovery plans throughout the range of this ESU. We anticipate that,
as recovery planning proceeds, we will have better information and may revise our
recommendations regarding critical habitat designation.

Military Areas, Indian Lands, L.ands with Habitat Conservation Plans

There are no lands controlled by the military or designated for its use within the range of
Lower Columbia River Chinook. There are also no Indian reservations within this range.
There are two landowners with an approved HCP within the range of the Lower
Columbia River Chinook ESU - Washington Department of Natural Resources and West
Fork Timber Company. The amount of HCP land overlapping areas eligible for
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designation is identified in Table 6. As described previously, and in separate documents,
we have determined that the benefits of excluding the habitat areas on these HCP lands
outweigh the benefits of designating them.

Consideration of Economic Impacts and Recommendations for Exclusions

Table D.2 shows the estimated total and per capita local economic impacts for each of the
habitat areas. Where an area contains both a connectivity corridor and tributary habitat,
the table shows the impacts of designating each.

In summary, we recommend that four low-value habitat areas and five medium-value
habitat areas be excluded in their entirety, and the tributary-only portions of one medium-
value area with a high-value connectivity corridor be excluded from designation, because
the economic benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits of designation. The map in
Figure D.2(b) shows those habitat areas being recommended for exclusion. They include
182 total stream miles, representing 11 percent of the total stream miles occupied by the
ESU. The reduction in estimated economic impact is approximately 25 percent of the
impact that would occur if all habitat areas were designated.

We have concluded that exclusion of any of these areas alone or of all areas in
combination, would not significantly impede conservation of the Lower Columbia River
Chinook ESU.

Conclusion

After the exclusions discussed above (which are also summarized in Table 6), the habitat
areas being recommended for designation include approximately 1,311 stream miles
occupied by this ESU. These habitat areas are well distributed through, and
representative of, the ecological zones and life-history types identified by the
Willamette/Lower Columbia TRT. The recommended critical habitat designation for the
Lower Columbia River Chinook ESU will complement recovery planning efforts aimed
at conserving the geographic distribution and diversity of the 21-23 extant Chinook
populations in this ESU. Therefore, we conclude that the recommended exclusions will
not result in extinction of the Lower Columbia River Chinook ESU.

Table 6. Summary of Exclusions for Lower Columbia River Chinook Salmon

Total Stream Miles Excluded From Designation
Stream
Conservation Miles of | National Habitat
Value Number of | Eligible Security | Indian | Conservation
Watersheds | Habitat Impacts | Lands Plans Economic
High 31 1,171 87
Medium 13 418 75 116
Low 4 66 66
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3. Upper Willamette River Chinook salmon

The Upper Willamette River Chinook ESU was listed as a threatened species in 1999 (64
FR 14308; March 24, 1999). The ESU includes all naturally spawned populations of
spring-run Chinook salmon in the Clackamas River and in the Willamette River, and its
tributaries, above Willamette Falls, Oregon. The agency recently conducted a review to
update the ESU’s status, taking into account new information and considering the net
contribution of artificial propagation efforts in the ESU. We recently published the
results of this review and concluded that Upper Willamette River Chinook salmon
(including seven hatchery programs) should remain listed as threatened (70 FR 37160;
June 28, 2005).

There are 1,796 occupied stream miles meeting the definition of critical habitat for this
ESU. These are grouped into habitat areas in 60 watersheds within the range of the ESU.
Nineteen watersheds received a low rating, 18 received a medium rating, and 23 received
a high rating of conservation value to the ESU (NMFS 2005a). The lower Willamette/
Columbia River corridor downstream of the spawning range was also considered to have
a high conservation value. Figure D.3(a) shows a map of Upper Willamette watersheds
occupied by the ESU and eligible for designation.

Recovery Planning Status

The Willamette/Lower Columbia TRT has identified seven historically demographically
independent populations with a single run-type (spring-run fish) and a single ecological
spawning zone (the Willamette River) (McElhany et al. 2002). The populations include:
Clackamas, Molalla, North Santiam, South Santiam, Calapooia, McKenzie, and Middle
Fork Willamette rivers. The TRT also noted that reports of "Chinook salmon in westside
tributaries have continued to the present; however it is unlikely the abundance of
spawners in any of these tributaries constitutes a [demographically independent
population]." Recovery planning will likely emphasize the need for a geographical
distribution of viable populations across the range of the ESU (Ruckelshaus et al. 2002,
McElhany et al. 2003). A preliminary draft recovery plan for this ESU is expected by the
end of 2005. This plan will be based on the Willamette subbasin plan, which was
completed in May 2004. The Biological Team considered the TRT products in rating
each watershed, but did not have the benefit of a recovery plan. We anticipate that, as
recovery planning proceeds, we will have better information and may revise our
recommendations regarding critical habitat designation.

Military Areas, Indian Lands, Lands with Habitat Conservation Plans

There are no lands controlled by the military or designated for its use within the range of
lower Columbia Chinook. There are also no Indian reservations within this range, or
lands covered by current habitat conservation plans directed at salmon conservation.

Consideration of Economic Impacts and Recommendations for Exclusions
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Table D.3 shows the estimated total and per capita local economic impacts for each of the
habitat areas. Where an area contains both a connectivity corridor and tributary habitat,
the table shows the impacts of designating each.

In summary, we recommend that 11 low conservation value habitat areas and four
medium-value areas be excluded in their entirety, and the tributary-only portions of eight
low-value areas with high- or medium-value connectivity corridors be excluded from
designation, because the economic benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits of
designation. The map in Figure D.3(b) shows those areas being recommended for
exclusion. They include 217 total stream miles, representing 18 percent of the total
stream miles occupied by the ESU. The reduction in estimated economic impact is
approximately 20 percent of the impact that would occur if all habitat areas were
designated.

We have concluded that exclusion of any of these areas alone or of all areas in
combination, would not significantly impede conservation of the Upper Willamette River
Chinook ESU.

Conclusion

After the exclusions discussed above (which are also summarized in Table 7), the habitat
areas being recommended for designation include approximately 1,796 stream miles
occupied by this ESU. These habitat areas are well distributed across the geographical
area occupied by the seven demographically independent populations within this ESU.
The recommended critical habitat designation for the Upper Willamette River Chinook
ESU will complement recovery planning efforts aimed at conserving the geographic
distribution and diversity of the ESU. Therefore, we conclude that the recommended
exclusions will not result in extinction of the Upper Willamette River Chinook ESU.

Table 7. Summary of Exclusions for Upper Willamette River Chinook Salmon

Total Stream Miles Excluded From Designation
Stream
Miles of | National Habitat
Conservation| Number of | Eligible Security | Indian | Conservation

Value Watersheds | Habitat Impacts | Lands Plans Economic
High 23 1,022
Medium 18 527 98
Low 19 247 226

4. Upper Columbia River spring-run Chinook salmon

The Upper Columbia River spring-run Chinook ESU was listed as an endangered species
in 1999 (64 FR 14308; March 24, 1999). The ESU includes all naturally spawned
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populations of Chinook salmon in all river reaches accessible to Chinook salmon in
Columbia River tributaries upstream of the Rock Island Dam and downstream of Chief
Joseph Dam in Washington, excluding the Okanogan River. The agency recently
conducted a review to update the ESU’s status, taking into account new information and
considering the net contribution of artificial propagation efforts in the ESU. We recently
published the results of this review and concluded that Upper Columbia River Chinook
salmon (including six hatchery programs) should remain listed as endangered (70 FR
37160; June 28, 2005).

There are 1,002 occupied stream miles meeting the definition of critical habitat for this
ESU. These are grouped into habitat areas in 31 watersheds within the range of this ESU.
Five watersheds received a medium rating and 26 received a high rating of conservation
value to the ESU (NMFS 2005a). The Columbia River corridor downstream of the
spawning range was also considered to have a high conservation value. Figure D.4(a)
shows a map of the Upper Columbia River watersheds occupied by the ESU and eligible
for designation.

Recovery Planning Status

Three extant demographically independent populations of naturally spawning spring-run
Chinook salmon are identified for this ESU: the Wenatchee, Entiat, and Methow River
Basin population. The Interior Columbia Basin Technical Recovery Team (ICBTRT
2003 and 2005) placed these populations into a single major population grouping based
on life-history type and ecological spawning zone. Recovery planning will likely
emphasize the need for a viable geographical distribution of the three populations
comprising this ESU (Ruckelshaus et al. 2002, McElhany et al. 2003). Subbasin
assessments and plans have been completed for each subbasin through the Northwest
Power and Conservation Council. Recovery planners are now using those subbasin plans
and TRT products to develop ESA recovery plans. Draft recovery plans are expected by
the end of 2005. The Biological Team considered the available subbasin plans and TRT
products in rating each watershed. We anticipate that, as recovery planning proceeds, we
will have better information and may revise our recommendations regarding critical
habitat designation.

Military Areas, Indian Lands, Lands with Habitat Conservation Plans

There are no lands controlled by the military or designated for its use within the range of
Upper Columbia River spring-run Chinook. There is one Indian reservation (Colville
tribe) within the range of this ESU but there are no stream miles that meet the definition
of critical habitat within the boundary of the reservation (two areas are occupied but do
not contain physical or biological features essential to conservation of the ESU). There
are no current habitat conservation plans in this area directed at salmon conservation.

Consideration of Economic Impacts and Recommendations for Exclusions

Table D.4 shows the estimated total and per capita local economic impacts for each of the
habitat areas. Where an area contains both a connectivity corridor and tributary habitat,
the table shows the impacts of designating each.
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In summary, we recommend that the tributaries of four medium conservation value
habitat areas containing high-value connectivity corridors be excluded because the
economic benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits of designation. The map in Figure
D.4(b) shows those areas being recommended for exclusion. They include 28 total
stream miles, representing 3 percent of the total stream miles occupied by the ESU. The
reduction in estimated economic impact is approximately 19 percent of the impact that
would occur if all habitat areas were designated.

We have concluded that exclusion of any of these areas alone or of all areas in
combination, would not significantly impede conservation of the Upper Columbia River
spring-run Chinook ESU.

Conclusion

After the exclusions discussed above (which are also summarized in Table 8), the habitat
areas being recommended for designation include approximately 974 stream miles
occupied by this ESU. These habitat areas are well distributed within and among the
three demographically independent populations identified for this ESU. The
recommended critical habitat designation for the Upper Columbia River spring-run
Chinook ESU will complement recovery planning efforts aimed at conserving the
geographic distribution and diversity of these populations. Therefore, we conclude that
the recommended exclusions will not result in extinction of the Upper Columbia River
spring-run Chinook ESU.

Table 8. Summary of Exclusions for Upper Columbia River Spring-run Chinook
Salmon

Total Stream Miles Excluded From Designation
Stream
Miles of | National Habitat
Conservation| Number of | Eligible Security | Indian | Conservation
Value Watersheds | Habitat Impacts | Lands Plans Economic
High 26 966
Medium 5 36 28
Low 0

5. Hood Canal summer-run chum salmon

The Hood Canal summer-run chum salmon ESU was listed as a threatened species in
1999 (64 FR 14508; March 25, 1999). The ESU includes all naturally spawned
populations of summer-run chum salmon in Hood Canal and its tributaries as well as
populations in Olympic Peninsula rivers between Hood Canal and Dungeness Bay,
Washington. The agency recently conducted a review to update the ESU’s status, taking
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into account new information and considering the net contribution of artificial
propagation efforts in the ESU. We recently published the results of this review and
concluded that Hood Canal summer-run chum salmon (including eight hatchery
programs) should remain listed as threatened (70 FR 37160; June 28, 2005).

There are 88 occupied and unoccupied stream miles meeting the definition of critical
habitat for this ESU. These are grouped into habitat areas in 12 watersheds within the
spawning range of this ESU. There are also 386 miles in five marine nearshore zones
within Puget Sound that meet the definition of critical habitat. Of the watersheds within
the ESU boundaries, three received a medium rating, and nine received a high rating of
conservation value to the ESU (NMFS 2005a). Five nearshore marine areas also received
a rating of high conservation value. Figure D.6(a) shows a map of Hood Canal
watersheds occupied by the ESU and eligible for designation.

Recovery Planning Status

Sixteen historical demographically independent populations of Hood Canal summer-run
chum have been identified for this ESU: eight extant populations (the Union River,
Lilliwaup Creek, Hamma Hamma River, Duckabush River, Dosewallips River, Big/Little
Quilcene River, Snow and Salmon creeks, Jimmycomelately Creek populations), and
eight extirpated or possibly extirpated populations (the Dungeness River, Big Beef Creek,
Anderson Creek, Dewatto Creek, Tahuya River, Skokomish River, Finch Creek, and
Chimacum Creek populations) (WDFW and Point No Point Treaty Tribes 2000). The
Puget Sound TRT has identified 5 “geographic regions of diversity and correlated risk" in
Puget Sound (Ruckelshaus et al. 2002). The regions are based on similarities in
hydrographic, biogeographic, geologic, and catastrophic risk characteristics and where
groups of populations have evolved in common (Ruckelshaus et al. 2002). The Hood
Canal summer-run chum salmon ESU occupies two of these regions — the Strait of Juan
de Fuca and Hood Canal. Recovery planning will likely emphasize the need for a
geographical distribution of viable populations across the range of such regions in an
ESU (Ruckelshaus et al. 2002, McElhany et al. 2003). Local recovery planners
completed the Hood Canal and Strait of Juan de Fuca Summer Chum Recovery plan in
late June of 2005. The Biological Team considered the available TRT products and a
previously completed local recovery plan (WDFW and Point No Point Treaty Tribes
2000) in rating each watershed, but did not have the benefit of the more recent local
recovery plan. We anticipate that, as recovery planning proceeds, we will have better
information and may revise our recommendations regarding critical habitat designations.

Military Areas, Indian Lands, Lands with Habitat Conservation Plans

There are two facilities located within the range of the Hood Canal summer-run chum
ESU, controlled by the military, with Integrated Natural Resource Management Plans: (1)
Naval Submarine Base, Bangor; and (2) Naval Ordinance Center, Port Hadlock (Indian
Island). As described previously, and in separate documents, we have determined that
the military’s management of lands covered by these INRMPs provides benefits to the
species. The occupied stream reaches within these military lands therefore do not qualify
for designation pursuant to section 4(b)(1) of the ESA.
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There are also six Navy security or restricted zones within the range of this ESU, and
some of these overlap with INRMP areas. As described previously, we recommend
designating a narrow nearshore zone in non-INRMP areas but excluding deeper
nearshore waters (beyond mean lower low water) due to potential impacts on national
security and our determination that the benefits of excluding these areas outweigh the
benefits of designating them.

There are two Indian reservations within the range of Hood Canal summer-run chum —
(1) Jamestown S'Klallam tribe, and (2) Skokomish tribe. The amount of Indian land
overlapping areas eligible for designation is identified in Table 9. As described
previously, and in separate documents, we have determined that the benefits of excluding
the habitat areas on these Indian lands outweigh the benefits of designating them.

There is one landowner with an approved HCP within the range of the Hood Canal
summer-run chum - Washington Department of Natural Resources. The amount of HCP
land overlapping areas eligible for designation is identified in Table 9. As described
previously, and in separate documents, we have determined that the benefits of excluding
the habitat areas on these HCP lands outweigh the benefits of designating them.

Consideration of Economic Impacts and Recommendations for Exclusions

Table D.5 shows the estimated total and per capita local economic impacts for each of the
habitat areas. Where an area contains both a connectivity corridor and tributary habitat,
the table shows the impacts of designating each.

In summary, we recommend that none of the habitat areas be excluded from designation,
because the economic benefits of exclusion do not outweigh the benefits of designation.
As described previously, and in separate documents, we recommend excluding the 13
miles of habitat areas overlapping with Indian lands.

Conclusion

After the exclusions discussed above (which are also summarized in Table 9), the habitat
areas being recommended for designation include approximately 88 stream miles
occupied by this ESU and 8 stream miles that were unoccupied at the time of listing.
These habitat areas are well distributed within and among the two geographic regions of
diversity and correlated risk identified by the Puget Sound TRT. The recommended
critical habitat designation for the Hood Canal summer-run chum ESU will complement
recovery planning efforts aimed at conserving the geographic distribution and diversity of
the eight extant populations in this ESU. Therefore, we conclude that the recommended
exclusions will not result in extinction of the Hood Canal summer-run chum ESU.
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Table 9. Summary of Exclusions for Hood Canal Summer-run Chum Salmon

Stream or Nearshore Miles Excluded From
Total Designation
Number of Stream
Watersheds or | Miles of | National | Indian Habitat Economic
Conservation| Nearshore Eligible | Security | Lands | Conservation
Value Areas Habitat | Impacts® Plans

High 9 60 4

High 5 402 16
(nearshore)

Medium 3 28 1

Low 0

*These miles are ineligible for consideration because they overlap with DOD lands that
are covered by an INRMP.

6. Columbia River chum salmon

The Columbia River chum salmon ESU was listed as a threatened species in 1999 (64 FR
14508; March 25, 1999). The ESU includes all naturally spawned populations of chum
salmon in the Columbia River and its tributaries in Washington and Oregon (64 FR
14508; March 25, 1999). The agency recently conducted a review to update the ESU’s
status, taking into account new information and considering the net contribution of
artificial propagation efforts in the ESU. We recently published the results of this review
and concluded that Columbia River chum salmon (including three hatchery programs)
should remain listed as threatened (70 FR 37160; June 28, 2005).

There are 715 occupied stream miles meeting the definition of critical habitat for this
ESU. These are grouped into habitat areas in 20 watersheds within the range of the ESU.
Of these watersheds, three received a medium rating, and 17 received a high rating of
conservation value to the ESU (NMFS 2005a). The Columbia River corridor
downstream of the spawning range was also considered to have a high conservation
value. Figure D.6(a) shows a map of Columbia River watersheds occupied by the ESU
and eligible for designation.

Recovery Planning Status

The Willamette/Lower Columbia River TRT identified 16 historical demographically
independent populations of chum in the Columbia River: the Youngs Bay, Grays River,
Big Creek, Elochoman River, Clatskanie River, Mill Creek, Scappoose Creek, Cowlitz
River fall-run and summer-run, Kalama fall-run, Salmon Creek fall-run, Lewis River fall-
run, Clackamas River fall-run, Washougal River fall-run, Sandy River fall-run, Lower
Gorge tributaries fall-run, and the Upper Gorge tributaries fall-run populations (Myers et
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al. 2003). All but two of these historical populations appear to have been extirpated, or
nearly so. Although the historical record for Columbia River chum salmon is limited, it
is clear that chum salmon were present in most tributaries to the lower Columbia River
and to some extent were present in the mainstem (Myers et al. 2003). The Columbia
River chum salmon ESU inhabits three ecological zones (Coast Range, Cascade, and
Columbia Gorge) and contains a single life-history type (fall run). Recovery planning
will likely emphasize the need for a geographical distribution of viable populations across
the range of ecological zones (Ruckelshaus et al. 2002, McElhany et al. 2003). A draft
recovery plan for the Washington management unit of this ESU was completed by the
Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board (LCFRB) and released by NMFS for public
comment in April 2005. NMFS expects to use this plan as an interim regional recovery
plan until a plan for the whole ESU is completed. A preliminary draft plan for Oregon
areas of the ESU is expected by the end of 2005. The Biological Team considered
LCFRB plan and the TRT products in rating each habitat area, but did not have the
benefit of regional recovery plans throughout the range of this ESU. We anticipate that,
as recovery planning proceeds, we will have better information and may revise our
recommendations regarding critical habitat designation.

Military Areas, Indian Lands, L.ands with Habitat Conservation Plans

There are no lands controlled by the military or designated for its use within the range of
Columbia River chum. There are also no Indian reservations within this range. There is
one landowner with an approved HCP within the range of the Columbia River chum ESU
- Washington Department of Natural Resources. The amount of HCP land overlapping
areas eligible for designation is identified in Table 10. As described previously, and in
separate documents, we have determined that the benefits of excluding the habitat areas
on these HCP lands outweigh the benefits of designating them.

Consideration of Economic Impacts and Recommendations for Exclusions

Table D.6 shows the estimated total and per capita local economic impacts for each of the
habitat areas. Where an area contains both a connectivity corridor and tributary habitat,
the table shows the impacts of designating each.

In summary, we recommend that one medium-value habitat area be excluded from
designation because the economic benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits of
designation. The map in Figure D.6(b) shows the areas being recommended for
exclusion. They include three stream miles, representing less than one percent of the
total stream miles occupied by the ESU. The reduction in estimated economic impact is
approximately 3 percent of the impact that would occur if all habitat areas were
designated.

We have concluded that exclusion of any of these areas alone or of all areas in
combination, would not significantly impede conservation of the Columbia River chum
ESU.

Conclusion
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After the exclusions discussed above (which are also summarized in Table 10), the
habitat areas being recommended for designation include approximately 708 stream miles
occupied by this ESU — nearly 100 percent of its present range. The recommended
critical habitat designation for the Columbia River chum ESU will complement recovery
planning efforts aimed at conserving the geographic distribution and diversity of the two
extant populations in this ESU. Therefore, we conclude that the recommended
exclusions will not result in extinction of the Columbia River chum ESU.

Table 10. Summary of Exclusions for Columbia River Chum Salmon

Total Stream Miles Excluded From Designation
Stream
Miles of | National Habitat
Conservation| Number of | Eligible Security | Indian | Conservation

Value Watersheds | Habitat Impacts | Lands Plans Economic
High 17 702 4
Medium 3 13 3
Low 0

7. Ozette Lake sockeye salmon

The Ozette Lake sockeye salmon ESU was listed as a threatened species in 1999 (64 FR
14528; March 25, 1999). The ESU includes all naturally spawned populations of
sockeye salmon in Ozette Lake and streams and tributaries flowing into Ozette Lake,
Washington. The agency recently conducted a review to update the ESU’s status, taking
into account new information and considering the net contribution of artificial
propagation efforts in the ESU. We recently published the results of this review and
concluded that Puget Sound Chinook salmon (including two hatchery programs) should
remain listed as threatened (70 FR 37160; June 28, 2005).

There is one subbasin within the Ozette Lake sockeye ESU, composed of a single
watershed. This watershed was rated as having a high conservation value to the ESU
(NMFS 2005a). Figure D.7 shows a map of the Ozette Lake watershed occupied by the
ESU.

Recovery Planning Status

The Puget Sound TRT considers the Ozette Lake sockeye ESU to be comprised of one
historical population with multiple spawning aggregations (Ruckelshaus et al. 2001,
2002). A local technical team (the Lake Ozette Steering Committee) has developed
initial technical assessments and preliminary recovery strategies. The Makah tribe
intends to complete the technical analysis of the factors limiting recovery of Ozette Lake
sockeye and develop an initial draft recovery plan for the ESU by the end of 2005.
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NOAA Fisheries will support that effort with both technical and recovery planning staff
assistance.

Military Areas, Indian Lands, Lands with Habitat Conservation Plans

There are no lands controlled by the military or designated for its use within the range of
Ozette Lake sockeye ESU. There is one Indian reservation (Makah tribe) within the
spawning range of this ESU. The amount of Indian land overlap relative to areas eligible
for designation are identified in Table 11. As described previously, and in separate
documents, we have determined that the benefits of excluding the habitat areas on this
HCP’s lands outweigh the benefits of designating them.

There is also one landowner with an approved HCP within the range of the Columbia
River chum ESU -Washington Department of Natural Resources. The amount of HCP
land overlap relative to areas eligible for designation are identified in Table 11. As
described previously, and in separate documents, we have determined that the benefits of
excluding the habitat areas on this HCP’s lands outweigh the benefits of designating
them.

As described previously, and in separate documents, we have determined that the benefits
of excluding the habitat areas on these Indian lands outweigh the benefits of designating
them.

Consideration of Economic Impacts and Recommendations for Exclusions

Table D.7 shows the estimated total and per capita local economic impacts for each of the
habitat areas. Where an area contains both a connectivity corridor and tributary habitat,
the table shows the impacts of designating each.

This ESU is composed of a single watershed which was rated as having a high
conservation value. Only those areas on tribal land are recommended for exclusion; no
exclusions are recommended based on economic impacts. We have concluded that
exclusion of these areas would not significantly impede conservation of the Ozette Lake
sockeye salmon ESU.

Conclusion

After the exclusions discussed above (which are also summarized in Table 11), the
habitat areas being recommended for designation include approximately 41 miles of
stream and lake habitat. The designated areas include approximately 93% of all occupied
areas and most of the historical range of the species. Therefore, we conclude that the
recommended exclusions will not result in extinction of the Ozette Lake sockeye ESU.

Table 11. Summary of Exclusions for Ozette Lake Sockeye Salmon

Total Stream Miles Excluded From Designation
. Stream
Conservation| Number of | wiles of | National | Indian Habitat
Value Watersheds Eligible Security | Lands | Conservation |Economic
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Habitat Impacts Plans
High 1 44 <1 2
Medium 0
Low 0

8. Upper Columbia River steelhead

The Upper Columbia River steelhead ESU was listed an endangered species in 1997 (62
FR 43937; August 18, 1997). The ESU includes all naturally spawned populations of
steelhead in streams in the Columbia River Basin upstream from the Yakima River,
Washington, to the U.S.-Canada border (62 FR 43937; August 18, 1997). The agency
recently conducted a review to update the ESU’s status, taking into account new
information, evaluating component resident rainbow trout populations, and considering
the net contribution of artificial propagation efforts in the ESU. We have proposed that
Upper Columbia River O. mykiss (steelhead and rainbow trout, inclusive) be listed as
threatened (69 FR 33102; June 14, 2004). Additionally, we have proposed that the listing
include resident populations of O. mykiss below impassible barriers (natural and
manmade) that co-occur with anadromous populations (69 FR 33102; June 14, 2004).
We have also proposed that the listing include six artificial propagation programs
considered part of the ESU (69 FR 33102; June 14, 2004). The final listing
determination for all O. mykiss ESUs was extended by six months (70 FR 37219, June
28, 2005). The final critical habitat designation includes designations based on the final
listing status as of the time of the designation. We will revise the critical habitat
designations if necessary following a final listing determination.

There are 1,332 occupied stream miles meeting the definition of critical habitat for this
ESU. These are grouped into habitat areas in 42 watersheds within the range of the ESU.
Of these watersheds, three received a low rating, eight received a medium rating, and 31
received a high rating of conservation value to the ESU (NMFS 2005a). The Columbia
River corridor downstream of the spawning range was also considered to have a high
conservation value. Figure D.8. shows a map of Upper Columbia River watersheds
occupied by the ESU and eligible for designation.

Recovery Planning Status

Five populations are identified for the Upper Columbia River O. mykiss ESU: the
Wenatchee River, Methow River, Entiat River, Okanogan Basin, and Crab Creek
populations. The Interior Columbia Basin Technical Recovery Team (ICBTRT 2003 and
2005) placed these populations into a single major population grouping based on life-
history type and ecological spawning zone. Recovery planning will likely emphasize the
need for a geographical distribution of viable populations across the range of the ESU
(Ruckelshaus et al. 2002, McElhany et al. 2003, McClure 2004 [pers comm.]). Subbasin
assessments and plans have been completed for each subbasin through the Northwest
Power and Conservation Council. Recovery planners are now using those subbasin plans
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and TRT products to develop ESA recovery plans. Draft recovery plans are expected by
the end of 2005. The Biological Team considered the available subbasin plans and TRT
products in rating each watershed. We anticipate that, as recovery planning proceeds, we
will have better information and may revise our recommendations regarding critical
habitat designation.

Military Areas, Indian Lands, L.ands with Habitat Conservation Plans

There is one facility located within the range of the upper Columbia River steelhead ESU
controlled by the military with an INRMP, the Yakima Training Center. As described
previously, and in separate documents, we have determined that the military’s
management of lands covered by this INRMP provides benefits to the species. The
occupied stream reaches within these military lands therefore are precluded from
designation pursuant to section 4(b)(1) of the ESA.

There is one Indian reservation (Colville tribe) within the spawning range of the
Columbia steelhead ESU. The amount of Indian land overlapping areas eligible for
designation is identified in Table 12. As described previously, and in separate
documents, we have determined that the benefits of excluding the habitat areas on these
Indian lands outweigh the benefits of designating them.

There are no lands covered by current habitat conservation plans directed at salmon or
steelhead conservation.

Description of Economic Impacts

Table D.8 shows the total and per capita local economic impacts for each of the habitat
areas. Where an area contains both a connectivity corridor and tributary habitat, the table
shows the impacts of designating each.

In summary, we recommend that two low conservation value habitat areas and one
medium-value area be excluded in their entirety, and the tributary-only portions of one
medium-value area with a high value connectivity corridor be excluded from designation,
because the economic benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits of designation. The
map in Figure D.8(b) shows those habitat areas being recommended for exclusion. They
include six total stream miles, representing less than one percent of the total stream miles
occupied by the ESU. The reduction in estimated economic impact is 23 percent of the
impact that would occur if all habitat areas were designated. Combined with the
excluded habitat areas on Indian lands, and the lands precluded from designation by an
INRMP, the total stream miles not recommended for designation represent approximately
five percent of the total stream miles occupied by this ESU.

We have concluded that exclusion of any of these areas alone or of all areas in
combination, would not significantly impede conservation of the Upper Columbia River
steelhead ESU.

Conclusion
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After the exclusions discussed above (which are also summarized in Table 12), the
habitat areas being recommended for designation include approximately 1,262 stream

miles occupied by this ESU. These habitat areas are well distributed across the

geographical area occupied by the four identified populations. The recommended critical
habitat designation for the upper Columbia River steelhead ESU will complement
recovery planning efforts aimed at conserving the geographic distribution and diversity of
the four populations in this ESU. Therefore, we conclude that the recommended
exclusions will not result in extinction of the Upper Columbia River steelhead ESU.

Table 12. Summary of Exclusions for Upper Columbia River Steelhead

Total Stream Miles Excluded From Designation
Stream
Miles of | National Habitat
Conservation| Number of | Eligible Security | Indian | Conservation

Value Watersheds | Habitat Impacts | Lands Plans Economic
High 31 1,199 10 43
Medium 8 121 2 4
Low 3 12 9 2

9. Snake River Basin steelhead

The Snake River Basin steelhead ESU was listed as a threatened species in 1997 (62 FR
43937; August 18, 1997). The ESU includes all naturally spawned populations of
steelhead in streams in the Snake River Basin of southeast Washington, northeast
Oregon, and Idaho. The agency recently conducted a review to update the ESU’s status,
taking into account new information, evaluating component resident rainbow trout
populations, and considering the net contribution of artificial propagation efforts in the
ESU. We have proposed that Snake River Basin O. mykiss (including steelhead and
rainbow trout) remain listed as threatened (69 FR 33102; June 14, 2004). Additionally,
we have proposed that the listing include resident populations of O. mykiss below
impassible barriers (natural and manmade) that co-occur with anadromous populations.
Recent genetic data also suggest that native resident O. mykiss above Dworshak Dam on
the North Fork Clearwater River are part of this ESU. We have proposed that these
native resident O. mykiss populations above Dworshak Dam on the North Fork
Clearwater River also be considered part of the Snake River Basin O. mykiss ESU. We
have also proposed that the listing include six artificial propagation programs considered
part of the ESU. The final listing determination for all O. mykiss ESUs was extended by
six months (70 FR 37219, June 28, 2005). The final critical habitat designation includes
designations based on the final listing status as of the time of the designation. We will
revise the critical habitat designations if necessary following a final listing determination.
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There are 8,225 occupied stream miles meeting the definition of critical habitat for this
ESU. These are grouped into habitat areas in 289 watersheds within the range of this
ESU. Of these watersheds, 14 received a low rating, 44 received a medium rating, and
231 received a high rating of conservation value to the ESU (NMFS 2005a). The
Columbia River corridor downstream of the spawning range was also considered to have
a high conservation value. Figure D.9 shows a map of Snake River Basin watersheds
occupied by the ESU and eligible for designation.

Recovery Planning Status

The Interior Columbia Basin TRT (ICBTRT 2003 and 2005) has identified 24
demographically independent populations in 5 "major groupings" in the Snake River
Basin O. mykiss ESU: the Lower Snake group (including the Tucannon River and Asotin
Creek populations); Clearwater group (including the Lower Clearwater, South Fork, Lolo
Creek, Lochsa River, and Selway River populations); Grande Ronde group (including the
Lower Grande Ronde, Joseph Creek, Wallowa River, and Upper Grande Ronde
populations); Salmon River group (including the Little Salmon, South Fork, Secesh
River, Chamberlain Creek, Big/Camas/Loon, Upper Middle Fork, Panther Creek, North
Fork, Lemhi River, Pahsimeroi River, East Fork, and Upper mainstem populations); and
Imnaha group (including the Imnaha River population). Despite geographic separation
from other spawning areas, the TRT did not identify Hells Canyon as an independent
population but noted that maintaining this area may be important for ESU viability and
other recovery goals. The groupings of populations are based on similarities in genetic
distances, distances between spawning aggregates, life history, and habitat or
environmental considerations. Recovery planning will likely emphasize the need for a
geographical distribution of viable populations across the range of such groupings in an
ESU (Ruckelshaus et al. 2002, McElhany et al. 2003, McClure 2004 [pers comm.]).
Subbasin assessments and plans have been completed for each subbasin through the
Northwest Power and Conservation Council. Recovery planners are now using those
subbasin plans and TRT products to develop ESA recovery plans. Draft recovery plans
are expected by the end of 2005. The Biological Team considered the available subbasin
plans and TRT products in rating each watershed. We anticipate that, as recovery
planning proceeds, we will have better information and may revise our recommendations
regarding critical habitat designation.

Military Areas, Indian Lands, [.ands with Habitat Conservation Plans

There are no lands controlled by the military or designated for its use within the range of
the Snake River Basin steelhead ESU. There is one Indian reservation (Nez Perce tribe)
within the spawning range of this ESU. The amount of Indian land overlapping areas
eligible for designation is identified in Table 13. As described previously, and in separate
documents, we have determined that the benefits of excluding the habitat areas on these
Indian lands outweigh the benefits of designating them.

Consideration of Economic Impacts and Recommendations for Exclusions

Table D.9 shows the estimated total and per capita local economic impacts for each of the
habitat areas. Where an area contains both a connectivity corridor and tributary habitat,
the table shows the impacts of designating each.
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In summary, we recommend that seven low conservation value habitat areas and four
medium-value areas be excluded in their entirety, and the tributary-only portions of two
low-value areas be excluded, because the economic benefits of exclusion outweigh the
benefits of designation. The map in Figure D.9(a) shows those areas being recommended
for exclusion. Including the tribal lands recommended for exclusion, a total of
approximately 173 occupied stream miles are being recommended for exclusion from
designation, representing approximately two percent of the total stream miles occupied
by the ESU. The reduction in estimated economic impact is approximately three percent
of the impact that would occur if all habitat areas were designated.

We have concluded that exclusion of any of these areas alone or of all areas in
combination, would not significantly impede conservation of the Snake River steelhead
ESU.

Conclusion

After the exclusions discussed above (which are also summarized in Table 13), the
habitat areas being recommended for designation include approximately 8,049 stream
miles occupied by this ESU. These habitat areas are well distributed across the
geographical area occupied by the 25 demographically independent populations within
this ESU. The recommended critical habitat designation for the Snake River Basin
steelhead ESU will complement recovery planning efforts aimed at conserving the
geographic distribution and diversity of the ESU. Therefore, we conclude that the
recommended exclusions will not result in extinction of the Snake River steelhead ESU.

Table 13. Summary of Exclusions for Snake River Steelhead

Total Stream Miles Excluded From Designation
Stream
Miles of | National Habitat
Conservation| Number of | Eligible Security | Indian | Conservation

Value Watersheds | Habitat Impacts | Lands Plans Economic
High 231 7,598 27
Medium 44 462 12 27
Low 14 165 107

10. Middle Columbia River steelhead

The Middle Columbia River steelhead ESU was listed as a threatened species in 1999 (64
FR 14517; March 25, 1999). The ESU includes all naturally spawned populations of
steelhead in streams from above the Wind River, Washington, and the Hood River,
Oregon (exclusive), upstream to, and including, the Yakima River, Washington,
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excluding steelhead from the Snake River Basin. The agency recently conducted a
review to update the ESU’s status, taking into account new information, evaluating
component resident rainbow trout populations, and considering the net contribution of
artificial propagation efforts in the ESU. We have proposed that Middle Columbia River
O. mykiss (including steelhead and rainbow trout) remain listed as threatened (69 FR
33102; June 14, 2004). Additionally, we have proposed that the listing include resident
populations of O. mykiss below impassible barriers (natural and manmade) that co-occur
with anadromous populations. We have also proposed that the listing include seven
artificial propagation programs considered part of the ESU (69 FR 33102; June 14,
2004). The final listing determination for all O. mykiss ESUs was extended by six
months (70 FR 37219, June 28, 2005). The final critical habitat designation includes
designations based on the final listing status as of the time of the designation. We will
revise the critical habitat designations if necessary following a final listing determination.

There are 6,529 occupied stream miles meeting the definition of critical habitat for this
ESU. These are grouped into habitat areas in 114 watersheds within the range of this
ESU. Of these watersheds, nine received a low rating, 24 received a medium rating, and
81 received a high rating of conservation value to the ESU (NMFS 2005a). The
Columbia River corridor downstream of the spawning range was also considered to have
a high conservation value. Figure D.10 shows a map of the Middle Columbia River
watersheds occupied by the ESU and eligible for designation.

Recovery Planning Status

The Interior Columbia Basin TRT (ICBTRT 2003 and 2005) has identified 17 extant
demographically independent populations: the Fifteenmile Creek, Deschutes River —
westside, Deschutes River — eastside, John Day River lower mainstem tributaries, South
Fork John Day River, John Day River upper mainstem, Middle Fork John Day River,
North Fork John Day River, Umatilla River, Walla Walla River, Touchet River, Rock
Creek, Klickitat River, Toppenish Creek, Satus Creek, Naches River, and Yakima River
upper mainstem populations. The historical White Salmon River population was
extirpated with the construction of Condit Dam. The TRT arranged these populations
into four major groups in this recovery planning area: (1) Cascades Eastern Slope
Tributaries, (2) John Day River, (3) Umatilla and Walla Walla Rivers, and (4) Yakima
River. These groupings are based on genetic and ecological characteristics, the proximity
of major drainages, and distances between spawning aggregations. Recovery planning
will likely emphasize the need for a geographical distribution of viable populations across
the range of population groupings (Ruckelshaus et al. 2002, McElhany et al. 2003).
Subbasin assessments and plans have been completed for each subbasin through the
Northwest Power and Conservation Council. Recovery planners are now using those
subbasin plans and TRT products to develop ESA recovery plans. Draft recovery plans
are expected by the end of 2005. The Biological Team considered the available subbasin
plans and TRT products in rating each watershed. We anticipate that, as recovery
planning proceeds, we will have better information and may revise our recommendations
regarding critical habitat designation.

Military Areas, Indian Lands, Lands with Habitat Conservation Plans
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There are no lands controlled by the military or designated for its use within the range of
the Middle Columbia River steelhead ESU. There are also no lands covered by current
habitat conservation plans directed at salmon or steelhead conservation. There are three
Indian reservations within the spawning range of this ESU: (1) Yakama tribe; (2)
Umatilla tribe; and (3) Warm Springs tribe. The amount of Indian land overlapping areas
eligible for designation is identified in Table 14. As described previously, and in separate
documents, we have determined that the benefits of excluding the habitat areas on these
Indian lands outweigh the benefits of designating them.

Consideration of Economic Impacts and Recommendations for Exclusions

Table A.10 shows the estimated total and per capita local economic impacts for each of
the habitat areas. Where an area contains both a connectivity corridor and tributary
habitat, the table shows the impacts of designating each.

In summary, we recommend that six low conservation value habitat areas and one
medium-value area be excluded in their entirety, and the tributary-only portions of two
low- and 2 medium-value areas with high-value connectivity corridors be excluded from
designation, because the economic benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits of
designation. The map in Figure D.10(a) shows those areas being recommended for
exclusion. They include 115 total stream miles, representing approximately two percent
of the total stream miles occupied by the ESU. The reduction in estimated economic
impact is approximately 10 percent of the impact that would occur if all habitat areas
were designated. Including the tribal lands recommended for exclusion, a total of 714
occupied stream miles are being recommended for exclusion from designation,
representing approximately 11 percent of the total stream miles occupied by the ESU.

We have concluded that exclusion of any of these areas alone or of all areas in
combination, would not significantly impede conservation of the Middle Columbia River
steelhead ESU.

Conclusion

After the exclusions discussed above (which are also summarized in Table 14), the
habitat areas being recommended for designation include approximately 5,815 stream
miles occupied by this ESU. These habitat areas are well distributed across the
geographical area occupied by the 16 extant demographically independent populations
within this ESU. The recommended critical habitat designation for the Middle Columbia
River steelhead ESU will complement recovery planning efforts aimed at conserving the
geographic distribution and diversity of the ESU. Therefore, we conclude that the
recommended exclusions will not result in extinction of the Middle Columbia River
steelhead ESU.

Table 14. Summary of Exclusions for Middle Columbia River Steelhead

Total Stream Miles Excluded From Designation

Conservation| Number of Stream
Value Watersheds | Miles of | National | Indian Habitat  |Economic
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Eligible Security | Lands | Conservation

Habitat Impacts Plans
High 81 5,805 535
Medium 24 588 63 56
Low 9 136 1 59

11. Lower Columbia River steelhead

The Lower Columbia River steelhead ESU was listed as threatened in 1997 (62
FR43937; August 18, 1997). The ESU includes all naturally spawned populations of
steelhead in streams and tributaries to the Columbia River between the Cowlitz and Wind
Rivers, Washington (inclusive), and the Willamette and Hood Rivers, Oregon (inclusive).
Excluded are steelhead in the upper Willamette River Basin above Willamette Falls and
steelhead from the Little and Big White Salmon Rivers in Washington. We have recently
conducted a review to update the ESU’s status, taking into account new information,
evaluating component resident rainbow trout populations, and considering the net
contribution of artificial propagation efforts in the ESU. We have proposed that Lower
Columbia River O. mykiss remain listed as threatened (69 FR 33102; June 14, 2004).
Additionally, we have proposed that the listing include resident populations of O. mykiss
below impassible barriers (natural and manmade) that co-occur with anadromous
populations. We have also proposed that the listing include ten artificial propagation
programs considered part of the ESU. The final listing determination for all O. mykiss
ESUs was extended by six months (70 FR 37219, June 28, 2005). The final critical
habitat designation includes designations based on the final listing status as of the time of
the designation. We will revise the critical habitat designations if necessary following a
final listing determination.

There are 2,673 occupied stream miles meeting the definition of critical habitat for this
ESU. These are grouped into habitat areas in 42 watersheds within the range of the
Lower Columbia River steelhead ESU. Of these watersheds, two received a low rating,
11 received a medium rating, and 29 received a high rating of conservation value to the
ESU (NMFS 2005a). The Columbia River corridor downstream of the spawning range
was also considered to have a high conservation value. Figure D.11(a) shows a map of
Upper Willamette watersheds occupied by the ESU and eligible for designation.

Recovery Planning Status

The Willamette-Lower Columbia River TRT has identified 23 historical demographically
independent populations of Lower Columbia River steelhead: 18 Western Cascade
Range tributaries populations (the Cispus River winter-run, Tilton River winter-run,
Upper Cowlitz River winter-run, Lower Cowlitz River winter-run, North Fork Toutle
River winter-run, South Fork Toutle River winter-run, Coweeman River winter-run,
Kalama River winter-run, Kalama River winter-run, Kalama River summer-run, North
Fork Lewis River winter-run, East Fork Lewis River winter-run, North Fork Lewis River
summer-run, East Fork Lewis River summer-run, Clackamas River winter-run, Salmon
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Creek winter-run, Sandy River winter-run, Washougal River winter-run, Washougal
River summer run populations); and five Columbia River Gorge tributaries populations
(the Lower Gorge tributaries winter-run, Upper Gorge tributaries winter-run, Wind River
summer-run, Hood River winter-run, and Hood River summer-run populations) (Myers et
al. 2003). The TRT has identified two life-history types (summer- and winter-run
steelhead) and two ecological spawning zones (Cascade and Columbia Gorge)
(McElhany et al. 2002). Recovery planning will likely emphasize the need for a
geographical distribution of viable populations across the range of such strata in the ESU
(Ruckelshaus et al. 2002, McElhany et al. 2003). A draft recovery plan for the
Washington management unit of this ESU was completed by the Lower Columbia Fish
Recovery Board (LCFRB) and released by NMFS for public comment in April 2005.
NMEFS expects to use this plan as an interim regional recovery plan until a plan for the
whole ESU is completed. A preliminary draft plan for Oregon areas of the ESU is
expected by the end of 2005. The Biological Team considered LCFRB plan and the TRT
products in rating each habitat area, but did not have the benefit of regional recovery
plans throughout the range of this ESU. We anticipate that, as recovery planning
proceeds, we will have better information and may revise our recommendations regarding
critical habitat designation.

Military Areas, Indian Lands, Lands with Habitat Conservation Plans

There are no lands controlled by the military or designated for its use within the range of
lower Columbia River steelhead. There are also no Indian reservations within this range.
There are two landowners with approved HCPs within the range of the lower Columbia
River steelhead ESU - Washington Department of Natural Resources and West Fork
Timber Company. The amount of HCP land overlapping areas eligible for designation is
identified in Table 15. As described previously, and in separate documents, we have
determined that the benefits of excluding the habitat areas on these HCP lands outweigh
the benefits of designating them.

Consideration of Economic Impacts and Recommendations for Exclusions

Table A.11 shows the total and per capita local economic impacts for each of the habitat
areas. Where an area contains both a connectivity corridor and tributary habitat, the table
shows the impacts of designating each.

In summary, we recommend that one low conservation value habitat area and three
medium-value areas be excluded in their entirety, and the tributary-only portions of one
low-value area with a high-value connectivity corridor be excluded from designation,
because the economic benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits of designation. The
map in Figure D.11 shows those habitat areas being recommended for exclusion from
designation as critical habitat. They include 225 total stream miles, representing eight
percent of the total stream miles occupied by the ESU. The reduction in estimated
economic impact is approximately 20 percent of the impact that would occur if all habitat
areas were designated.
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We have concluded that exclusion of any of these areas alone or of all areas in
combination, would not significantly impede conservation of the Lower Columbia River
steelhead ESU.

Conclusion

After the exclusions discussed above (which are also summarized in Table 15), the
habitat areas being recommended for designation include approximately 2,339 stream
miles occupied by this ESU. These habitat areas are well distributed across the
geographical area of the two life-history types and two ecological spawning zones
identified by the TRT. The recommended critical habitat designation for the Lower
Columbia River steelhead ESU will complement recovery planning efforts aimed at
conserving the geographic distribution and diversity of the ESU. Therefore, we conclude
that the recommended exclusions will not result in extinction of the Lower Columbia
River steelhead ESU.

Table 15. Summary of Exclusions for Lower Columbia River Steelhead

Total Stream Miles Excluded From Designation
Stream
Miles of | National Habitat
Conservation| Number of | Eligible Security | Indian | Conservation

Value Watersheds | Habitat Impacts | Lands Plans Economic
High 29 1,998 84
Medium 11 641 41 176
Low 2 34 34

12. Upper Willamette steelhead

The Upper Willamette River steelhead ESU was listed as a threatened species in 1999 (64
FR 14517; March 25, 1999). The ESU includes all naturally spawned populations of
winter-run steelhead in the Willamette River, Oregon, and its tributaries upstream from
Willamette Falls to the Calapooia River (inclusive). The agency recently conducted a
review to update the ESU’s status, taking into account new information, evaluating
component resident rainbow trout populations, and considering the net contribution of
artificial propagation efforts in the ESU. We have proposed that Upper Willamette River
O. mykiss remain listed as threatened (69 FR 33102; June 14, 2004). Additionally, we
have proposed that the listing include resident populations of O. mykiss below impassible
barriers (natural and manmade) that co-occur with anadromous populations. Although
there are no obvious physical barriers separating populations upstream of the Calapooia
from those lower in the basin, resident O. mykiss in these upper basins are quite
distinctive both phenotypically and genetically and are not considered part of the ESU.
This ESU does not include any artificially propagated O. mykiss stocks that reside within
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the historical geographic range of the ESU. Hatchery summer steelhead occur in the
Willamette Basin, but are an out-of-basin stock that is not included as part of the ESU.

There are 1,830 occupied stream miles meeting the definition of critical habitat for this
ESU. These are grouped into habitat areas in 38 watersheds within the range of the upper
Willamette River steelhead ESU. Seventeen habitat areas received a low rating, six
received a medium rating, and 15 received a high rating of conservation value to the ESU
(NMFS 2005a). The Columbia River corridor downstream of the spawning range was
also considered to have a high conservation value. Figure D.12(a) shows a map of Upper
Willamette watersheds occupied by the ESU and eligible for designation. The final
listing determination for all O. mykiss ESUs was extended by six months (70 FR 37219,
June 28, 2005). The final critical habitat designation includes designations based on the
final listing status as of the time of the designation. We will revise the critical habitat
designations if necessary following a final listing determination.

Recovery Planning Status

The Willamette-Lower Columbia River TRT has identified four historical
demographically independent populations of Upper Willamette River steelhead: the
Mollala River, North Santiam River, South Santiam River, and Calapooia River
populations (Myers et al. 2003). The TRT also notes that spawning winter-run steelhead
have been observed in the Westside tributaries to the Upper Willamette River, however,
the Westside tributaries are not considered to have historically constituted a
demographically independent population (Myers et al. 2003). The TRT has determined
that the Upper Willamette River O. mykiss ESU populations comprise a single life-
history type (winter-run fish) and ecological zone (Willamette River) (McElhany et al.
2002). Recovery planning will likely emphasize the need for a geographical distribution
of viable populations across the geographical range of the four populations in this ESU
(Ruckelshaus et al. 2002, McElhany et al. 2003). A preliminary draft recovery plan for
this ESU is expected by the end of 2005. This plan will be based on the Willamette
subbasin plan, which was completed in May 2004. The Biological Team considered the
TRT products in rating each watershed, but did not have the benefit of a recovery plan.
We anticipate that, as recovery planning proceeds, we will have better information and
may revise our recommendations for regarding critical habitat designation.

Military Areas, Indian Lands, [.ands with Habitat Conservation Plans

There are no lands controlled by the military or designated for its use within the range of
upper Willamette River steelhead. There are also no lands covered by current habitat
conservation plans directed at salmon or steelhead conservation. There is one Indian
reservation (Grand Ronde tribe) within the spawning range of the upper Willamette River
steelhead ESU. The amount of Indian land overlapping areas eligible for designation is
identified in Table 16. As described previously, and in separate documents, we have
determined that the benefits of excluding the habitat areas on these Indian lands outweigh
the benefits of designating them.

Consideration of Economic Impacts and Recommendations for Exclusions
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Table A.13 shows the total and per capita local economic impacts for each of the habitat
areas. Where an area contains both a connectivity corridor and tributary habitat, the table
shows the impacts of designating each.

In summary, we recommend that nine low conservation value habitat areas be excluded
in their entirety, and the tributary-only portions of eight low-value areas with high- or
medium-value connectivity corridors be excluded from designation, because the
economic benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits of designation. The map in Figure
D.12(b) illustrates those areas being recommended for exclusion. They include 543
stream miles, representing 30 percent of the total stream miles occupied by the ESU. The
reduction in estimated economic impact is approximately 30 percent of the impact that
would occur if all habitat areas were designated.

We have concluded that exclusion of any of these areas alone or of all areas in
combination, would not significantly impede conservation of the Upper Willamette River
steelhead ESU.

Conclusion

After the exclusions discussed above (which are also summarized in Table 16), the
habitat areas being recommended for designation include approximately 1,276 stream
miles occupied by this ESU. These habitat areas are well distributed across the
geographical area occupied by the four demographically independent populations within
this ESU. The recommended critical habitat designation for the Upper Willamette River
steelhead ESU will complement recovery planning efforts aimed at conserving the
geographic distribution and diversity of the ESU. Therefore, we conclude that the
recommended exclusions will not result in extinction of the Upper Willamette River
steelhead ESU.

Table 16. Summary of Exclusions for Upper Willamette River Steelhead

Total Stream Miles Excluded From Designation
Stream
Miles of | National Habitat
Conservation| Number of | Eligible Security | Indian | Conservation

Value Watersheds | Habitat Impacts | Lands Plans Economic
High® 15 803
Medium 6 506 9 45
Low 17 521 2 498
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APPENDIX A

MEMO July 25, 2005

To:  PRD File
From: Donna Darm, Assistant Regional Administrator, PRD

cc: Kirsten Erickson, NOAA General Counsel, NW
Mike Crouse, Assistant Regional Administrator, HCD

Subject: Designating Critical Habitat for West Coast Salmon and Steelhead - Considerations for
Department of Defense Lands and Impact on National Security

Background
In a statement of national policy, the President observed that “the threat of terrorism is an inescapable

reality of life in the 21* century.” He stated that: “The country is now at war, and securing the
homeland is a national priority.” (Bush, 2002, “Securing the Homeland Strengthening the Nation”)

On November 24, 2003, the President signed the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for
Fiscal Year 2004 (Public Law No. 108-136) which resulted in several changes to the ESA. Key changes
to the ESA related to our critical habitat assessment include those described in section 318 of the NDAA
with respect to “Military Readiness and Conservation of Protected Species.” Specifically, section
4(b)(2) of the ESA (16 U.S.C. 1533(b)(2)) was recently amended to read: “The Secretary shall designate
critical habitat, and make revisions thereto, under subsection (a)(3) of this section on the basis of the
best scientific data available and after taking into consideration the economic impact, the impact on
national security, and any other relevant impact, of specifying any particular area as critical habitat.
The Secretary may exclude any area from critical habitat if he determines that the benefits of such
exclusion outweigh the benefits of specifying such area as part of the critical habitat, unless he
determines, based on the best scientific and commercial data available, that the failure to designate such
area as critical habitat will result in the extinction of the species concerned.” [emphasis added]

A separate memorandum from Matt Longenbaugh (HCD), evaluates 11 Department of Defense sites
with draft or final Integrated Natural Resource Management Plans (INRMP). Based on the information
and analysis contained in the memo, I have determined that each INRMP provides a benefit to the listed
salmon or steelhead ESUs under consideration at the site. Therefore, the final rule the Region has
prepared for the Assistant Administrator’s signature finds that those areas subject to final INRMPs are
not eligible for designation pursuant to section 4(a)(3)(B)(I) of the ESA (16 U.S.C. 1533(A)(3)). At the
request of the Department of Defense (and in the case that an INRMP might not provide a benefit to the
species), we have also analyzed the impacts on national security that may result from designating these
and other military sites as critical habitat.

The Department of Defense has identified the following 24 military sites in Washington State where
impacts to national security may result from designating critical habitat: (1) Naval Submarine Base,
Bangor; (2) Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport; (3) Naval Ordinance Center, Port Hadlock
(Indian Island); (4) Naval Radio Station, Jim Creek; (5) Naval Fuel Depot, Manchester; (6) Naval Air
Station Whidbey Island; (7) Naval Air Station, Everett; (8) Bremerton Naval Hospital; (9) Fort Lewis
(Army); (10) Pier 23 (Army); (11) Yakima Training Center (Army); (12) Puget Sound Naval Shipyard;
(13) Naval Submarine Base Bangor security zone; (14) Strait of Juan de Fuca naval air-to-surface
weapon range, restricted area; (15) Hood Canal and Dabob Bay naval non-explosive torpedo testing



area; (16) Strait of Juan de Fuca and Whidbey Island naval restricted areas; (17) Admiralty Inlet naval
restricted area; (18) Port Gardner Naval Base restricted area; (19) Hood Canal naval restricted areas;
(20) Port Orchard Passage naval restricted area; (21) Sinclair Inlet naval restricted areas; (22) Carr Inlet
naval restricted areas; (23) Dabob Bay/Whitney Point naval restricted area; and (24) Port
Townsend/Indian Island/Walan Point naval restricted area. These sites overlap with habitat areas
occupied by three of the 13 ESUs affected by the present critical habitat designation: Puget Sound
Chinook salmon, Hood Canal summer-run chum salmon, and upper Columbia River steelhead (Table 1).
We examined a number of other sites identified by the military agencies (primarily armories and small
Army facilities) and determined they are outside the areas under consideration.

Table 1: Military Sites within the Range of ESUs under Consideration for Critical Habitat Designation

ESU Army or Navy INRMP Site Navy Security Zone or Restricted Area
e Naval Submarine Base Bangor security zone
e Strait of Juan de Fuca naval air-to-surface
e Naval Submarine Base, Bangor weapon range, restricted area
e Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport e Hood Canal and Dabob Bay naval non-explosive
e Naval Ordinance Center, Port Hadlock (Indian torpedo testing area
Island) e Strait of Juan de Fuca and Whidbey Island naval
Puget e Naval Radio Station, Jim Creek restricted areas
Sound e Naval Fuel Depot, Manchester e Admiralty Inlet naval restricted area
Chinook e Naval Air Station Whidbey Island e Port Gardner Naval Base restricted area
salmon e Naval Air Station, Everett e Hood Canal naval restricted areas
¢ Bremerton Naval Hospital e Port Orchard Passage naval restricted area
e Fort Lewis (Army) ¢ Sinclair Inlet naval restricted areas
o Pier 23 (Army) e Carr Inlet naval restricted areas
e Puget Sound Naval Shipyard e Dabob Bay/Whitney Point naval restricted area
e Port Townsend/Indian Island/Walan Point naval
restricted area
e Naval Submarine Base Bangor security zone
Hood e Hood Canal and Dabob Bay naval non-explosive
Canal ¢ Naval Submarine Base, Bangor torpefio testing area .
. . o Admiralty Inlet naval restricted area
summer- e Naval Ordinance Center, Port Hadlock (Indian .
e Hood Canal naval restricted areas
run chum Island) e Dabob Bay/Whitney Point naval restricted area
salmon e Port Townsend/Indian Island/Walan Point naval
restricted area
Upper
E?J:;nbla e Yakima Training Center (Army) na
steelhead

At our request, both the Army and Navy provided information clarifying site locations and describing
the types of military activities that occur at these sites (see attachments). They also listed the potential
changes in these activities and consequent national security impacts that critical habitat designation
would cause in these areas. Both military agencies concluded that critical habitat designation at any of
these sites would likely impact national security by diminishing military readiness. The possible
impacts include: preventing, restricting, or delaying training or testing exercises or access to such sites;
restricting or delaying activities associated with vehicle/vessel/facility maintenance and ordinance
loading; delaying response times for ship deployments and overall operations; and creating uncertainties

2




regarding ESA consultation (e.g., reinitiation requirements) or imposing compliance conditions that
would divert military resources. Also, both military agencies cited their ongoing and positive
consultation history with NMFS and underscored cases where they are implementing best management
practices to reduce impacts on listed salmonids.

Balancing designation against the impact on national security

The principal benefit of designating critical habitat is section 7’s protection against adverse modification
through federal agency action. All activities occurring on Defense Department land will require action,
funding or permission by the Defense Department and thus be subject to a section 7 consultation if they
affect listed salmon and steelhead. In addition, all Navy activities in Navy security zones will require
section 7 consultation if they affect listed salmon and steelhead. This creates a strong connection
between military lands and security zones and the protections of section 7.

As described above, there were 24 sites with national security impacts. The sites include 11 land-based
facilities (all of which are subject to INRMPs) and 12 Navy security zones in Puget Sound. Tables 1-3
show the amount of habitat involved for Puget Sound Chinook salmon, Hood Canal summer-run chum
salmon, and Upper Columbia River steelhead, respectively.

Puget Sound Chinook Salmon ESU - The benefit of designating areas occupied by this ESU on military
sites is that the Army and Navy would be required to ensure their activities are not likely to destroy or
adversely modify the physical and biological features of the area that are essential to conservation of
Puget Sound Chinook salmon. (Most of the activities in the affected areas would be activities initiated
by the Army or Navy, since all of the stream miles and nearshore miles are adjacent to a military site)
We found all of the areas have a high value for conservation of this ESU. The nearshore areas represent
the larger proportion of areas affected (2 percent, versus 1 percent for stream areas). The loss and
degradation of nearshore and estuarine areas in Puget Sound is considered to be one of the factors
limiting the recovery of the Chinook ESU because the habitat loss has been so severe (e.g., King County
Department of Natural Resources, 2001) and because the transition from fresh to salt water can be a
period of high mortality (Pearcy, 1992). The high conservation value of these areas, the importance of
these areas in the Puget Sound Chinook life cycle, and the historic loss of intact nearshore and estuary
habitat, make these areas particularly significant for conservation of this ESU. The benefit of
designation is reduced somewhat by the fact that all of the stream miles affected by national security
impacts are covered by INRMPs, as discussed previously. The benefit of designation of all nearshore
areas is also reduced when put in perspective of the total nearshore habitat available to this ESU. The
nearshore areas excluded represent a relatively small percent of all available nearshore habitat. Table 1
shows the areas involved.

Table 1. Puget Sound Chinook — summary of critical habitat areas with impacts on national
security

. Number of stream or shoreline miles in military Military Site
Conservation . .
Ratin sites / Total number of stream or shoreline Overlap as % of
& miles occupied by ESU Total Occupied
High (stream) 19/1,747 1%




High (shoreline) 48*/2,376 2%

Medium 0/255
Low 0/214

The benefit of excluding these areas is that the Army and Navy would not need to reinitiate consultation
on ongoing activities for which consultation has been completed. Reinitiation of consultation would
likely require some commitment of resources on the their part. Moreover, the Army and Navy may be
required to modify some activities to ensure they would not be likely to adversely modify the critical
habitat. The Army and Navy maintain that this additional commitment of resources, would likely
reduce their readiness capability. Given that the Army and Navy are currently actively engaged in
training, maintaining, and deploying forces in the current war on terrorism, this reduction in readiness
could reduce the ability of the military to ensure national security.

Given the following considerations, we support a finding that the benefits of exclusion outweigh the
benefits of designation:
e the high priority placed on national security by Congress and the Administration;
e the potential for critical habitat designation to have some impact on military readiness;
o the fact that most of these areas are covered by INRMPs that we find provide a benefit for the
ESU, as implemented; and
o the fact that collectively these areas represent one percent of the stream miles and two percent of
the nearshore miles available for this ESU.

Hood Canal Summer-run Chum Salmon ESU - The benefit of designating areas occupied by this ESU
on military sites is that the Navy would be required to ensure their activities are not likely to destroy or
adversely modify the physical and biological features of the area that are essential to conservation of
Hood Canal summer-run chum. (Most of the activities in the affected areas would be activities initiated
by the Navy, since all of the nearshore miles are adjacent to a military site.) We found all of the areas
have a high value for conservation of this ESU. The nearshore areas are the only areas affected (no
stream miles are within military areas). The loss and degradation of nearshore and estuarine areas in
Puget Sound is considered to be one of the factors limiting the recovery of the chum ESU because the
habitat loss has been so severe and because the transition from fresh to salt water may be a period of
high mortality (Pearcy, 1992; Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and Point No Point Treaty
Council, 2000). The high conservation value of these areas, the importance of these areas in the chum
life cycle, and the historic loss of intact nearshore and estuary habitat, make these areas particularly
significant for conservation of this ESU. The benefit of designation is reduced somewhat by the fact
that all of the nearshore stream miles affected by national security impacts are covered by INRMPs, as
discussed previously. The benefit of designation of all Navy areas is also reduced somewhat when put
in perspective of the total nearshore habitat available to this ESU — four percent of the total nearshore
habitat available. This is not an insignificant amount. However, there is only a small additional

a Approximately 109 miles of occupied shoreline overlap with Navy sites in the range of this ESU. However, after
consulting with the Navy, we are designating critical habitat in a narrow nearshore zone (from extreme high tide down to
mean lower low water (MLLW)) within Navy security zone areas that are not subject to an approved INRMP or associated
with Department of Defense easements or right-of-ways. This narrow zone is expected to contain all of the activities likely to
trigger a section 7 consultation but its designation is not likely to have significant impacts on national security. The “deeper”
nearshore zone (i.e, from MLLW out to a depth of 30 meters) associated with these sites is being excluded from designation
due to impacts on national security and is not included in the 19 miles cited in Table 1a.
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exclusion being considered for nearshore areas for this ESU — another 2 percent for Indian lands. The
total being considered for exclusion, then, is only 6 percent.

Table 2. Hood Canal summer-run chum - summary of critical habitat areas with impacts on
national security

. Number of stream or shoreline miles in military sites / Military Site
Conservation . . .
Ratin Total number of stream and shoreline miles occupied | Overlap as % of
& by ESU Total Occupied
High (stream) 0/60
High (shoreline) 16° / 402 4%
Medium 0/28
Low 0/214

The benefit of excluding these areas is that the Navy would not need to reinitiate consultation on
ongoing activities for which consultation has been completed. Reinitiation of consultation would likely
require some commitment of resources on the part of the Navy. Moreover, the Navy may be required to
modify some of its activities to ensure they would not be likely to adversely modify the critical habitat.
The Navy maintains that this additional commitment of resources, would likely reduce its readiness
capability. Given that the Navy is currently actively engaged in training, maintaining, and deploying
forces in the current war on terrorism, this reduction in readiness could reduce the ability of the military
to ensure national security.

Given the following considerations, we support a finding that the benefits of exclusion outweigh the
benefits of designation:
e the high priority placed on national security by Congress and the Administration;
e the potential for critical habitat designation to have some impact on the Navy’s military
readiness;
e the fact that these areas are covered by INRMPs that we find provide a benefit for the ESU, as
implemented; and
e the fact that collectively these areas represent four percent of the nearshore miles available for
this ESU.

Upper Columbia River Steelhead ESU - The benefit of designating areas occupied by this ESU on
military sites is that the Army would be required to ensure its activities are not likely to destroy or
adversely modify the physical and biological features of the area that are essential to conservation of
Upper Columbia River steelhead. (Most of the activities in the affected areas would be activities
initiated by the Army, since all of the stream miles miles are on a military site.) We found all of the
areas have a high value for conservation of this ESU. The benefit of designation is reduced somewhat

b Approximately 41 miles of occupied shoreline overlap with Navy sites in the range of this ESU. However, after consulting
with the Navy, we are designating critical habitat in a narrow nearshore zone (from extreme high tide down to mean lower
low water (MLLW)) within Navy security zone areas that are not subject to an approved INRMP or associated with
Department of Defense easements or right-of-ways. This narrow zone is expected to contain all of the activities likely to
trigger a section 7 consultation but its designation is not likely to have significant impacts on national security. The “deeper”
nearshore zone (i.e, from MLLW out to a depth of 30 meters) associated with these sites is being excluded from designation
due to impacts on national security and is not included in the 16 miles cited in Table 2a.



by the fact that all of the stream miles affected by national security impacts are covered by INRMPs, as
discussed previously. The benefit of designation of all Army areas is also reduced when put in
perspective of the total habitat available to this ESU.

Table 3. Upper Columbia River steelhead - summary of critical habitat areas with impacts on
national security

Conservation | Number of stream or shoreline miles in military sites / Total Mllﬁ:rzf/S;tfeT?);f;rlap
Rating number of stream and shoreline miles occupied by ESU oo
Occupied
High (stream) 10/1,199 1%
Medium 0/121
Low 0/12

The benefit of excluding these areas is that the Army would not need to reinitiate consultation on
ongoing activities for which consultation has been completed. Reinitiation of consultation would likely
require some commitment of resources on the part of the Army. Moreover, the Army may be required
to modify some of its activities to ensure they would not be likely to adversely modify the critical
habitat. The Army maintains that this additional commitment of resources, would likely reduce its
readiness capability. Given that the Army is currently actively engaged in training, maintaining, and
deploying forces in the current war on terrorism, this reduction in readiness could reduce the ability of
the military to ensure national security.

Given the following considerations, we support a finding that the benefits of exclusion outweigh the
benefits of designation:
e the high priority placed on national security by Congress and the Administration;
e the potential for critical habitat designation to have some impact on the Army’s military
readiness;
o the fact that these areas are covered by an INRMP that we find provides a benefit for the ESU, as
implemented; and

e the fact that collectively these areas represent one percent of the stream miles available for this
ESU.



Conclusion

I recommend that all of the military areas identified by the Department of Defense be excluded from
critical habitat designation based on the conclusion that the benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits
of designation.

Attachments:

(1) Letter from R. Campagna (U.S. Navy) to D. Darm (NOAA Fisheries) dated October 22, 2004
(2) Letter from C. Schuster (U.S. Army) to D. Darm (NOAA Fisheries) dated October 25, 2004
(3) Map depicting DOD site overlap with areas under consideration for critical habitat.



Attachment 1

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVY REGION NORTHWEST
1103 HUNLEY RD.
SILVERDALE, WASHINGTON 98315-1103

5090
Ser N45/ 3130
22 Oct 04

Ms. Donna Darm

Assistant Regional Administrator
Protected Resources Division
NOAA Fisheries, Northwest Region
525 NE Oregon Street

Portland, OR 97232-2737

Dear Ms. Darm,

We appreciate the opportunity to provide additional information pertaining to impacts on
national security resulting from designating Salmon critical habitat in areas owned, controlled or
used by the Navy in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho. We have reviewed your summary of
impacts, list of all section 7 consultations that NOAA Fisheries has had to date with the Navy
and the maps as provided in your letter of 22 September 2004.

Additional information on Navy impacts has been provided in enclosure 1, Summary of
Impacts including comments on the list of section 7 consultations. Comments on the maps are as
follows:

USN 6 Jim Creek: Property boundary on the east side should follow "Navy Installation
Boundary" line.

USN 5 Naval Air Station Whidbey Island: Two areas on the map are covered by the
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island INRMP and should be identified in red as DoD Site Boundary
for overlap with the INRMP. The areas are as follows:

1. All of the proposed critical habitat within the Seaplane Base on the west side of
Maylor Point internal in the tidal salt marsh.
2. The proposed critical habitat internal in the tidal lagoon area of Lake Hancock.

As shown in enclosure 1, the Navy routinely consults with NOAA Fisheries on military-
related actions that may affect endangered species at the Navy sites listed in enclosure 1 and
within the marine environment. From our review of your maps it appears that the near shore
marine zone is the principal overlap area between your proposed critical habitat and where
routine Navy activity occur for all but one site, {Naval Station Jim Creek). These near shore
zones are vital security areas that provide the Navy with necessary training, testing, maintenance,
moorage and security sites that are critical to sustaining combat-ready naval forces to defend our
nation. Navy believes that critical habitat designation in any of these near shore zones could
negatively impact national security in at least two ways as follows:



First, we are concerned that critical habitat designation may compel NOAA-F to reinitiate
ESA section 7 consultation on activities previously consulted on to determine if the newly
designated critical habitat would be degraded or adversely modified. Reinitiation of the
consultation process would result in significant delays and stoppages to essential military
readiness activities.

Second, there is considerable uncertainty about the types of conditions that NOAA
Fisheries may impose if a Navy action would likely adversely modify critical habitat. As
described briefly in our enclosure, the Navy conducts a variety of activities in all of the
near shore areas identified that have the potential to affect salmonid habitat. Examples
include: wave/shoreline impacts from transiting vessels; substrate and water quality
impacts from pier and dry dock maintenance; dry dock operations, storm water controls
and even habitat preservation. The Navy currently consults under the Magnusson
Stevens Act and the ESA to modify these activities to reduce impact to the species and
associated essential habitat. Additional burdens placed on these activities as a result of
critical habitat designation not only could impose greater restrictions to the Navy, but
also does not provide any additional benefit to the species.

We appreciate the NOAA Fisheries support and continued cooperation on these issues within
the Northwest Region. If you have questions on the above, please contact Hayden Street, Navy
Region North West at (360) 396-5089.

Sincerely,

R. M. CAMPAGNA
By direction

Enclosure (1) Summary of Impacts

Copy to:

CNI (N45)

CFFC (N7)

CPF (NO1CE)
COMNAVREG NW



Enclosure 1: Summary of Impacts

Site Descriptions

Navy Sites

The sites described below are believed to overlap with habitat areas under consideration for
designation as critical habitat for Pacific salmon and steelhead. The accompanying table identifies
ESA consultations at or in the vicinity of these sites as reported in NOAA Fisheries’ Public
Consultation Tracking System.

Site USN1: NAVMAG Indian Island

» Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook and Hood Canal summer-run chum salmon
* INRMP: Yes
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: NAVMAG Indian Island provides a mission critical
service for receipt, storage, issuance, and inspection of Naval ordnance. NAVMAG Indian Island is
required to retain full access and the ability to manage and maintan the ammunition pier, nearby
marine areas, and established fair weather and foul weather anchorages.

DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military Activities
as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: NAVMAG Indian Island routinely consults with
NOAA Fisheries on maintenance and repair of existing waterfront facilities and new construction
INRMP may be modified to include additional salmon enhancement requirements.

* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: In general the Navy believes that critical habitat designation
would pose an unacceptable detriment to its installations’ capability to adequately support military
training and operations. Any degradation of this site’s capacity or capability to fulfill ordnance
support requirements of Fleet assets represents a significant impact on the installation’s military
readiness function.

* Correspondence Reference(s): March 26, 2004 letter from Clare Mendelsohn (DOD Regional
Environmental Coordinator) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); April 16, 2004 letter from Robert
M. Campagna (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott
Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN2: Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Division Keyport and Associated Ranges
in Puget Sound [Including Sites USN10, USN12, and USN20]
* Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook and Hood Canal summer-run chum salmon
* INRMP: Yes. Open water marine areas may need to be added
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: NUWC Keyport provides state-of-the-art
infrastructure and capabilities in the Pacific Northwest that have been essential to the Navy’s
comprehensive underwater test and evaluation programs for undersea weapons, Unmanned
Undersea Vehicles (UUVs), and related combat systems. NUWC Keyport’s access to the adjacent
waterfront and to underwater test ranges is mission-critical for NUWC’s role in providing
integrated Undersea Warfare Systems Dependability. The in-water environments in the Puget
Sound area and surrounds are essential for Keyport’s evaluation of systems in both surrogate and
real war-fighting environments. The NUWC Shipboard Electronic Systems Evaluation Facilities
(SESEFs) are land-based test sites that provide test and evaluation services to U.S. Navy, U.S.
Coast Guard and Military Sealift Command activities as well as allied foreign navies. SESEF Ediz
Hook is located at Latitude 48 degrees 8 minutes 24 seconds north and Longitude 123 degrees 24



minutes 12 seconds west. The Buoy is located at latitude 48 degrees 14 minutes 15 seconds north
and longitude 123 degrees 21 minutes 45 seconds west.

* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changs to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: INRMP may be modified to include
additional salmon enhancement requirements. Range Extension EIS in progress.

* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: In general the Navy believes that critical habitat designation
would pose an unacceptable detriment to its installations’ capability to adequately support military
training and testing operations. NUWC testing activities to support military readiness requires
precision underwater tracking capabilities and underwater range sites that offer diverse
environments and varied water depths from the surface to over 1000 feet and from the shoreline to
open ocean. The established in-water test sites adjacent to Keyport and the Dabob Bay Range
Complex consisting of the Dabob Bay Range Site and its adjoining waters in Hood Canal are
critical to these functions, and limitations on access to, use of, or enhancement of the capabilities
and capacities of these ranges would curtail both testing and mission critical Fleet support functions
performed by NUWC Keyport. Also continuous access and capacity to maintain the near shore area
to support the SESEF capability is essential to the readiness function of this facility.

* Correspondence Reference(s): March 26, 2004 letter from Clare Mendelsohn (DOD Regional
Environmental Coordinator) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); April 16, 2004 letter from Robert
M. Campagna (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott
Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN3: Naval Submarine Base Bangor (now part of Naval Base, Kitsap (NBK))
» Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook and Hood Canal summer-run chum salmon
* INRMP: Yes
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: SUBASE, Bangor is located on the east shore of
Hood Canal. The pier facilities of the base are located along 4.5 linear miles of waterfront. The
primary mission is to provide logstics and support to SSBN (TRIDENT) submarines. The main
berthing facilities at SUBASE Bangor consist of four separate pier complexes.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: NBK Bangor routinely consults with NOAA
Fisheries on maintenance and repair of existing waterfront facilities and new construction. INRMP
may be modified to include additional salmon enhancement requirements.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: In general the Navy believes that critical habitat designation
would pose an unacceptable detriment to its installations’ capability to adequatly support military
training and operations. Access to, management of, and maintenance of Base piers, the associated
near shore environment, and the consistent provision of all requisite waterfront instrumentation and
support for home-ported vessels are critical to military readiness mission.
* Correspondence Reference(s): March 26, 2004 letter from Clare Mendelsohn (DOD Regional
Environmental Coordinator) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); April 16, 2004 letter from Robert
M. Campagna (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott
Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN4: Manchester Fuel Depot
* Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook salmon



* INRMP: Yes

* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: Located on the shores of Orchard Point, south of Rich
Passage, Manchester Fuel Depot’s primary mission is to provide bulk fuel and lubricants to area
Navy afloat and shore activities. Fuel is also provided to Coast Guard ships, air stations, other
Puget Sound Area U.S. military activities, and, on occasion, foreign navy ships.

* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Manchester Fuel Depotroutinely consults
with NOAA Fisheries on maintenance and repair of existing waterfront facilities and new
construction. INRMP may be modified to include additional salmon enhancement requirements.

* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activites as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Navy believes that critical habitat designation would
generally pose an unacceptable detriment to its installations’ capability to adequately support
military training and operations. Access to, management of, and maintenance of Base piers, the
associated near shore environment, and the consistent provision of all requisite waterfront
instrumentation and support for fueling Navy vessels are critical to military readiness mission.

* Correspondence Reference(s): March 26, 2004 letter from Clare Mendelsohn (DOD Regional
Environmental Coordinator) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); April 16, 2004 letter from Robert
M. Campagna (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott
Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries).

Site USNS: Naval Air Station Whidbey Island
» Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook salmon
* INRMP: Yes
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: The primary mission of NAS Whidbey Island is to
provide the highest quality facilities, services and products to the naval aviation community and all
organizations utilizing the sites at AULT Field, Seaplane Base and Outlying Field, Coupeville, all
located on Whidbey Island. Tenant commands at NAS Whidbey Island, such as Explosive
Ordnance Disposal Mobile Unit ELEVEN (EODMU 11), rely on accessible near shore and
offshore environments to fulfill mission-essential training requirements. EODMU 11 provides
combat support for the location, identification, rendering safe, recovery, feld evaluation and
disposal of all explosive ordnance in littoral and open ocean regions, including security and mine
protection. The command’s EOD Detachments support the five West Coast Carrier Battle Groups.
EOD personnel are required to be fully qualified in diving techniques and require training in all
aspects of EOD, as well as in performance of hull inspections, minor underwater repairs, and
underwater photography services.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: NAS Whidbey Island routinely consults with
NOAA Fisheries on maintenance and repair of existing waterfront facilities and new construction.
INRMP may be modified to include additional samon enhancement requirements.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: In general the Navy believes that critical habitat designation
would pose an unacceptable detriment to its installations’ capability to adequately support military
training and operations. EOD Units commonly operate in areas less than 30 meters in depth and
thus any critical habitat would adversely impact EOD’s ability to train. Also, additional
consultation may create delays having similar impacts on EOD units.



* Correspondence Reference(s): March 26, 2004 letter from Clare Mendelsohn (DOD Regional
Environmental Coordinator) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); April 16, 2004 letter from Robert
M. Campagna (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott
Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN6: Naval Station Jim Creek
» Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook salmon
* INRMP: Yes
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: The facility is located along a headwater stream with
limited salmon habitat overlap. The Station’s primary mission is to operate a very low frequency
radio transmitting facility that relays communications from Naval Command to elementsof the
Pacific Fleet. In addition to the day-to-day operation of the transmitter, the majority of the work at
the station involves maintenance (e.g., vegetation control) of the large antenna field located across
the valley floor.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Naval Station Jim Creek routinely consults
with NOAA Fisheries on maintenance and repair of existing facilities and new construction.
INRMP may be modified to include additional salmon enhancement requirements.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Navy believes that critical habitat designation would
generally pose an unacceptable detriment to its installations’ capability to adequately support
military training and operations. Access to, management of, and maintenance and operation of
transmitter and antenna field to forward Navy communications to the Pacific Fleet are critical to
military readiness mission.
* Correspondence Reference(s): March 26, 2004 letter from Clare Mendelsohn (DOD Regional
Environmental Coordinator) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); April 16, 2004 letter from Robert
M. Campagna (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott
Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN7: Naval Station Everett
* Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook salmon
* INRMP: Draft
* DOD Description of Facilites & Activities: As with all Naval Stations, the mission of the facility
is centered on a fully functional waterfront that meets all vessel support requirements and allows
for efficient deployment of Naval assets for essential training missions and deployment. NAVSTA
Everett is home to one destroyer, three frigates and one nuclear-powered aircraft carrier.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: NAVSTA Everett routinely consults with
NOAA Fisheries on maintenance and repair of existing waterfront facilities and new construction.
Draft INRMP may be modified to include additional salmon enhancement requirements.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Navy believes that critical habitat designation would
generally pose an unacceptable detriment to its installations’ capability to adequately support
military training and operations. Access to, management of, and maintenance of Base piers, the



associated near shore environment, and the consistent provision of all requisite waterfront
instrumentation and support for home-ported vessels are critical to military readiness mission.

* Correspondence Reference(s): March 26, 2004 letter from Clare Mendelsohn (DOD Regional
Environmental Coordinator) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); April 16, 2004 letter from Robert
M. Campagna (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries); July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott
Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm (NOAA Fisheries).

Site USNS8: Naval Station Bremerton (now part of Naval Base, Kitsap)
» Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook salmon
* INRMP: Not required
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: The mission of the facility is centered on a fully
functional waterfront that meets all vessel support requirements and allows for efficient deployment
of Naval assets for essential training missions and deployment. NAVSTA Bremerton is home to
three Fast Logistics Ships (AOEs) and one nuclear-powered aircraft carrier. Near shore
infrastructure, pierside, and channel approach management and maintenance are mission-critical
functions.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations: NAVSTA Bremerton routinely consults
with NOAA Fisheries on maintenance and repair of existing waterfront facilities and new
construction.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Navy believes that critical habitat designation would
generally pose an unacceptable detriment to its installations’ capability to adequately support
military training and operations. Access to, management of, and maintenance of Base piers, the
associated near shore environment, and the consistent provision of all requisite waterfront
instrumentation and support for home-ported vessels are critical to military readiness mission.
* Correspondence Reference(s): April 16, 2004 letter from Robert M. Campagna (Navy) to Donna
Darm (NOAA Fisheries); July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN9: Puget Sound Naval Shipyard
» Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook salmon
* INRMP: Not required.
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: PSNS & IMF Bremerton is an industrial repair and
maintenance facility performing conversions, modernizations, maintenance and overhauls on
surface ships and submarines. The mission of PSNS & IMF Bremerton is to support Fleet
readiness. Restrictions on operations that result in delaying ship arrivals or departures would have
a significant impact on national security. PSNS & IMF Bremerton is comprised of property
bordered on the south by Sinclair Inlet, on the west by Naval Base Kitsap Bremerton site, and on
the north and east perimeters by the City of Bremerton. PSNS & IMF Bremerton is the Pacific
Northwest's largest Naval shore facility and one of Washington State's largest industrial
installations, It is a heavily industrialized facility consisting of 179 acres of hard land,
approximately 200 acres of submerged tidelands, approximately 2300 feet of riprap shoreline, 130
buildings, 6 dry-docks, and 7 piers.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future *PSNS & IMF routinely consults with NOAA Fisheries
on maintenance and repair of existing waterfront facilities and new construction. Future
consultations will include:




> Routine repair and maintenance of piers and dry docks (recurring)

» Replacement of Pier B (2007)

> Reinitiation of consultation for dry dock operations (2008)
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: The mission of the Navy is to maintain, train and equip
combat-ready Naval forces capable of winning wars, deterring aggression and maintaining freedom
of the seas. With the drawdown from a 600 to a 300 ship Navy and the war on terrorism, Naval
forces must be both forward deployed and capable of quickly responding anywhere and anytime
they are needed. To ensure the Fleet is capable of responding in this manner, the Navy redesigned
fleet maintenance strategy to ensure that the proper number and type of ships are always ready to
support national defense. Ships undergoing maintenance must complete their maintenance periods
and return to service on time to ensure overall fleet readiness. The PSNS & IMF mission is to
perform ship maintenance and repairs and return those ships to the Fleet within restricted
timeframes. Once maintenance work on a ship begins, unknown problems are frequently found
requiring additional repairs. Additional time, however, cannot be allotted without impacting the
mission of the Navy. Similarly, there are times when the ship needs to be returned earlier than
scheduled to avoid impacting national security. These conditions require that PSNS & IMF
become more creative in performing maintenance and repair work in order to avoid impacting
national security. Changes have to be made quickly. As a result, there will be times when we
would not have the time to engage in consultation with NMFS over potential impacts to critical
habitat. Any restrictions impacting the arrival, departure, or length of maintenance periods
significantly impacts Fleet schedules and, therefore, the Navy’s ability to deploy ships to defend
our nation and its allies. A critical habitat designation would result in these types of restrictions
and impact ship’s maintenance schedules.
* Correspondence Reference(s): April 16, 2004 letter from Robert M. Campagna (Navy) to Donna
Darm (NOAA Fisheries); July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN10: Naval Submarine Base, Bangor security zone
» Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook and Hood Canal summer-run chum salmon
* INRMP: Possible partial overlap with NBK Bangor INRMP area
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: This open water marine area is a support and security
zone for Naval Submarine Base Bangor.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultaions and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Specific issues are related to any changes
affecting Naval Base Kitsap - Bangor.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: This security zone is an extension of Naval Submarine base
Bangor and thus, the mission impacts are identical to those described above for Site USN3: Naval
Submarine Base Bangor (now part of Naval Base, Kitsap).
* Correspondence Reference(s): July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN11: Strait of Juan de Fuca, Wash; air-to-surface weapon range, restricted
area
* Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook and Hood Canal summer-run chum salmon



* INRMP: Not required

* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: Home ported ships and ships worked upon at PSNS
use this open water marine area to test shipboard equipment prior to departing Puget Sound.

* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Specific issues are all related to the operation
and testing of ships and equipment.

* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Navy believes that critical habitat designation would
generally pose an unacceptable detriment to the ships from Puget Sound Installations. Navy ships
use this range’ (including associated security/restricted zones) to support military training and
testing operations critical to these ships performing there defense missions all over the world.

* Correspondence Reference(s): July 6, 2004, letter from R. ScottMarkert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN12: Hood Canal and Dabob Bay, Wash; naval non explosive torpedo testing
area
* Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook and Hood Canal summer-run chum salmon (note: overlap
with near shore zones <30 meters is very limited)
* INRMP: Not required.
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: This is a non-explosive torpedo open water marine
area range. Also known as the Dabob Bay Range Complex consisting of range sites in Dabob Bay,
Hood Canal Military Operating Areas, and the connecting waters.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Specific issues are related to any changes
affecting Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Division Keyport.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: This range is one of the Associated Ranges in Puget Sound
for Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Division Keyport and thus, the mission impacts are identical to
those described above for Site USN2: Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Division Keyport and
Associated Ranges
* Correspondence Reference(s): July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN13: Strait of Juan de Fuca, eastern end; off the westerly shore of Whidbey;
Island naval restricted areas
* Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook
* INRMP: Possible partial overlap with Naval Air Station Whidbey Island INRMP area.
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: This is an open water marine area support area for
operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Specific issues are all related to any changes
affecting Naval Air Station Whidbey Island.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: This security zone is an extension of Naval Air Station
Whidbey Island and thus, the mission impacts are identical to those described above for Site USNS:
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island.



* Correspondence Reference(s): July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN14: Admiralty Inlet, entrance; naval restricted area
* Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook
* INRMP: Not required
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: This is an open water marine area for support of
operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Specific issues are all related to any changes
affecting Naval Air Station Whidbey Island.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: This security zone is an extension of Naval Air Station
Whidbey Island and thus, the mission impacts are identical to those described above for Site USNS:
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island.
* Correspondence Reference(s): July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN15: Port Gardner, Everett Naval Base, Naval Restricted Area, Everett,
Washington
* Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook
* INRMP: Possible partial overlap with Naval Station Everett INRMP area.
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: This is an open water marine area for support of ship
and pier operations at Naval Station Everett.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Specific issues are all related to any changes
affecting Naval Station Everett.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: This security zone is an extension of Naval Base Everett and
thus, the mission impacts are identical to those described above for Site USN7: Naval Station
Everett.
* Correspondence Reference(s): July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN16: Hood Canal, Bangor, naval restricted areas
* Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook and Hood Canal summer-run chum salmon
* INRMP: Possible partial overlap with NBK Bangor INRMP area.
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: This is an open water marine areas and the security
zone for magnetic silencing operations at Naval Submarine Base Bangor.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Specific issues are all related to any changes
affecting Naval Base Kitsap.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: This security zone is an extension of Naval Submarine base
Bangor and thus, the mission impacts are identical to those described above for Site USN3: Naval
Submarine Base Bangor (now part of Naval Base, Kitsap).



* Correspondence Reference(s): July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN17: Port Orchard Passage; naval restricted area
* Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook
* INRMP: Possible partial overlap with Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Division Keyport INRMP
area.
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: This is an open water marine aea non-explosive
torpedo range.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Specific issues are all related to any changes
affecting Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Division Keyport.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: This range is one of the Associated Ranges in Puget Sound
for Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Division Keyport and thus, the mission impacts are identical to
those described above for Site USN2: Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Division Keyport and
Associated Ranges
* Correspondence Reference(s): July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN18: Sinclair Inlet; naval restricted areas
» Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook
* INRMP: Not required.
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: This area is support and security zone for the Puget
Sound Naval Shipyard.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Specific issues are all related to any changes
affecting the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and or Naval Base Kitsap.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: This security zone is an extension of Naval Submarine base
Bangor and thus, the mission impacts are identical to those described above for Site USN9: Puget
Sound Naval Shipyard. . Additionally, if Sinclair Inlet is designated as critical habitat for salmon,
changes would be expected for the improvement of the habitat. Currently, the waterfront of the
shipyard is specifically configured to provide protection and accommodate movement of large
Navy vessels at our piers and into our dry-docks. In order to continue our mission, we cannot alter
these features. However, they do not provide ideal habitat for salmon. The listing of Sinclair Inlet
as critical habitat would increase pressure to alter the waterfront of the Shipyard, negatively
affecting our ability to maintain and repair ships and therefore, impacting national security. The
work performed by PSNS & IMF is currently subject to the Endangered Species Act, the Clean
Water Act and many other federal and state regulations that are protective of Sinclair Inlet.
Excluding Sinclair Inlet, or a portion thereof, from the critical habitat designation will not
jeopardize the existence of salmon in Sinclair Inlet.
* Correspondence Reference(s): July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).



Site USN19: Carr Inlet; naval restricted areas
» Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook
* INRMP: Not required.
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: This is one of the Navy’s open water marine area
Test Range in Puget Sound for non-explosive acoustic research activities. Testing is similar to that
done Site USN12: Hood Canal and Dabob Bay, Wash and specific to submarines.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: No site-specific issues described or
anticipated.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: This range is one of the Ranges in Puget Sound thus, the
mission impacts are similar to those described above for Site USN2: Naval Undersea Warfae
Center, Division Keyport and Associated Ranges.
* Correspondence Reference(s): July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN20: Dabob Bay, Whitney Point; naval restricted area
* Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook and Hood Canal summer-run chum salmon
* INRMP: Not required.
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities This site is an open water marine area support zone
for activates at Site USN12: Hood Canal and Dabob Bay, Washington, naval non-explosive torpedo
testing area. The site is now part of the larger Dabob Bay Range Site of the Dabob Bay Range
Complex, Site USN12.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: No site-specific issues described, but are
related to any changes affecting Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Division Keyport
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: This security zone is an extension of Site USN12: Hood
Canal and Dabob Bay, Wash; naval non explosive torpedo testing area and thus, the mission
impacts are identical to those described above for Site USN12: Hood Canal and Dabob Bay, Wash;
naval non explosive torpedo testing area
* Correspondence Reference(s): July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).

Site USN21: Port Townsend, Indian Island, Walan Point, naval restricted area
» Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook and Hood Canal summer-run chum salmon
* INRMP: Possible partial overlap with NAVMAG Indian Island INRMP area.
* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: This is an open water marine area supporting ship
loading and pier operations. Site USN1: NAVMAG Indian Island.
* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: No site-specific issues described, but are
related to any changes affecting NAVMAG Indian Island.
* DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities as a
Result of Critical Habitat Designation: This security zone is an extension of Site USN1: NAVMAG
Indian Island and thus, the mission impacts are identical to those described above for Site USN1:
NAVMAG Indian Island



* Correspondence Reference(s): July 6, 2004, letter from R. Scott Markert (Navy) to Donna Darm
(NOAA Fisheries).

NOAA Fisheries Record of Navy Consultations
Title of Consultation Date Received Status

Naval Magazine Indian Island Seahawk Exercises - ESA Section 7 consultations were completed
from 1999 - 2004

Magnetic Silencing Facility Piling Repair and Replacement ESA Sect 7 consultation- completed
October 2003

Naval Magazine Indian Island Joint Logistics Over the Shore (JLOTS) Exercise conducted with
U.S. Army - ESA Sect 7 consultation in 2003.

Demolition of Whitney point Range Station Buildings. 5-Jan-01 Completed

U.S. Navy Explosive Ordinance Disposal Training Operations, Island County 9-Jan-01
Consultation in Process

Naval Magazine Indian Island Ammunition Wharf Piling Replacement 14May-01 Completed
Ditch Repair on Wheeler Mountain 21-May-01 Completed

Naval Station Everett Piers Delta and Echo Pile Repairs Project & EFH 27- Aug-01 Completed
Log Boom Security Barrier at Naval Station Everett & EFH FOct-01 Completed

Force Protection Barrier at Subase Bangor 10-Oct-01 Completed

Log Boom Security Barrier for Pier Bravo & EFH 12-Oct-01 Completed

Repair and Maintenance of Moorings E, F, and G at Naval Station Bremerton, Sinclair Inlet 29
Nov-01 Completed

Goldsborough Creek Bridge 26- Aug-02 Completed

Indian Island Ammunition Wharf Improvements 26- Aug-02 Completed

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard Pier 5 Repair 24-Sep-02 Completed

Dock Repair on Upper Twin Lake Navel Radio Station (T) Jim Creek 10-Oct-02 Completed
Navy X-band Radar - Docking Facility 20-Dec-02 Completed

Subdevron 5 Support Facilities 10-Jan-03 Completed



Bremerton Naval Complex Waterfront Securty Barrier System 5-Feb-03 Completed
Bremerton Naval Complex Erosion Control 21- Apr-03 Completed
Phase II Remedial Action Operable Unit B Terrestrial, Erosion Control System - Bremerton Naval

Complex 13-May-03 Completed

Munitions and Explosives of Concern Erosion Test at Naval Magazine Indian Island 20-May-03
Completed

Rock Groin Removal and Stream Maintenance 29-May-03 Completed

Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Fuel Pier Repair 9-Jul-03 Completed
Repair to Pier B Wave Attenuation Baffles %-Jul-03 Completed

Stormwater Outfall Repair Puget Sound Naval Shipyard 28-Jul-03 Completed
Northend Landfill Naval Magazine Indian Island 1- Aug-03 Completed

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and Intermediate Maintenance Facility
Pier 3 Fendering Replacement 20-Nov-03 Completed

Inwater Facilities at Fox Island Laboratory (Pierce County) 29-Dec-03 Completed

Aquatic Disposal Operable Unit B King County 10-Feb-04 Completed

Active- Acoustic Underwater Security Surveillance System Kitsap County 20-Feb-04 Completed
Culvert Replacement on Heins Creek Kitsap County 16-Mar-04 Completed

Intermediate Maintenance Facility, Pier 5 Repair and Maintenance
King County 17-Mar-04 Completed

Naval Magazine Indian Island Seahawk 2004 Exercises King County #May-04 Completed
Northwest Range Complex 30-Jun-04 Pre-Consultation/ Technical Assistance

Bangor Explosives Handling Wharf Piling Replacement Kitsap County %Sep-04 Reviewing
Request for Completeness

Enclosure 2: Navy & Army Site Maps

Map USN1: NAVMAG Indian Island

Map USN2: Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Division Keyport and Associated Ranges in Puget
Sound

Map USN3: Naval Submarine Base Bangor (now part of Naval Base, Kitsap)



Map USN4: Manchester Fuel Depot

Map USNS: Naval Air Station Whidbey Island

Map USN6: Naval Station Jim Creek

Map USN7: Naval Station Everett

Map USNS: Naval Station Bremerton (now part of Naval Base, Kitsap)

Map USNO: Puget Sound Naval Shipyard

Map USN10: Naval Submarine Base, Bangor security zone

Map USN11: Strait of Juan de Fuca, Wash; air-to-surface weapon range, restricted area
Map USN12: Hood Canal and Dabob Bay, Wash; naval non explosive torpedo testing area
Map USN13: Strait of Juan de Fuca, eastern end; off the westerly shore of Whidbey Island naval
restricted areas

Map USN14: Admiralty Inlet, entrance; naval restricted area

Map USN15: Port Gardner, Everett Naval Base, Naval Restricted Area, Everett, Washington
Map USN16: Hood Canal, Bangor, naval restricted areas

Map USN17: Port Orchard Passage; naval restricted area

Map USN18: Sinclair Inlet; naval restricted areas

Map USN19: Carr Inlet; naval restricted areas

Map USN20: Dabob Bay, Whitney Point; naval restricted area

Map USN21: Port Townsend, Indian Island, Walan Point, naval restricted area

Map USAT1: Pier 23

Map (BA2a: Fort Lewis (freshwater)

Map USA2b: Fort Lewis (near shore marine)

Map USA3: Yakima Training Center



Attachment 2

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT
600 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0600

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF OCTOBER 25, 2004

Environmental Programs Directorate

Ms. Donna Darm, Assistant Regional Administrator, Protected Resources Division
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration - Fisheries

525 NE Oregon Street

Portland, Oregon 97232-2737

Dear Ms. Darm:

~ | am providing Army information pertaining to national security impacts that would
result from designating critical habitat for steelhead and salmon on property owned,
leased, or used by the Army. This responds to your letter on September 22, 2004.

Enclosed are revised installation summaries for Fort Lewis, Yakima Training Center,
and Pier 23 that include details on potential changes to military activities and national
security impacts that would result from critical habitat designations. It is impossible to
quantify the cumulative impact of designations, but we estimate that 10-20% of the
required training will either not be performed, or will only be performed infrequently.
Any delays to, or restrictions on, the quality and intensity of training could compromise
the readiness of troops, and have a potentially significant impact on national security.

| concur that National Guard Armories and small Army facilities are not within any of
the areas under consideration for critical habitat designation. In cooperation with Mr.
Stone, we have also determined Army’s small Reserve sites are not within areas
considered for critical habitat. The maps you provided need no further revision except
the two additions identified for Yakima Training Center in the enclosure.

| appreciate this opportunity to work with you further on accomplishing effective
conservation of steelhead and salmon while maintaining our Army readiness capability.
Please continue to work with our point of contact, Mr. Bill Woodson, 703-601-1962.

Sincerely,

AN o e

Christopher E. Schuster
Colonel, U.S. Army
Director, Environmental Programs

Enclosure

Printed on @ Recycled Paper



Site USA1: Pier 23
* Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound chinook
* INRMP: Yes

* DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: The Pier 23 property is operated and maintained
by the Army Reserve, which leases the 7.4 acres of submerged lands and 3 acres of uplands from
the Port of Tacoma. The Army Reserve owns, controls, and has command of the pier structure,
all facilities on the pier, and all structures and improvements on the upland property. The
property includes a pier, warehouse building, a trailer, storage areas, and parking. Pier 23 is
located in a highly industrialized area in the northwestern end of the Port of Tacoma industrial
yard and is situated between the Hylebos and Blair waterways along the shoreline of
Commencement Bay. Adjacent activities to Pier 23 include Tyson Foods, Occidental Chemical,
shipyards, warehouse facilities, and parking lots to the north and east. Directly south of the pier
are a number of rail lines perpendicular to the shoreline, which were once used to launch large
ships. Shoreline ownership includes the City of Tacoma, Port of Tacoma, Pierce County, State of
Washington, Puyallup Indian Tribe, and private entities. Much of the public land is leased to
private industrial and commercial enterprises. The area includes mostly paved surfaces
surrounding a 15,000-square foot warehouse with some exposed soil, fill material, concrete
reinforced riprap, and weeds occupying a narrow area along the southeastern border and southern
shoreline. The landward half of the pier was constructed of timber prior to World War II, and a
concrete extension was added in 1946. Pier 23 is currently used for ship maintenance and
weekend training of reservists. The units that train at Pier 23 are transportation units and train
using the Logistic Support Vessel (LSV), Landing Craft, Mechanized (LCM), tugs and barges,
and the floating crane. Exercises involve the transfer of equipment from the shore to the
watercraft. Either via the shore crane, the floating crane or roll on, roll off exercises where they
drive High-Mobility Multi-Purpose Wheeled Vehicle (HMMWYV) down the beach and onto the
watercraft. Such exercises at Pier 23 are not only training, but operational in nature.

* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: The Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan (INRMP) for the US Army Reserve 70th Regional Readiness Command
(RRC) is in the final stages of review and it contains measures for the protection of salmon
habitat which are already being implemented. An endangered species management plan will also
be developed that will now include additional salmon habitat conservation and enhancement
requirements. An updated Pier 23 storm water pollution prevention plan and vessel response
plan, removal of contaminated soil during construction activities, and sediment remediation work
are just some of the efforts Pier 23 is undertaking to ensure protection of water quality and
salmon habitat. The Army Reserve currently implements best management practices to minimize
any impact to water quality and fish habitat including "parking" barges on the shallow end of the
pier and being careful to not rev props when close to shore to minimize prop wash. In addition,
shore exercises are done in conjunction with fish windows when fish are least likely to be in the
area.

USAL1-1



» DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities
as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Pier 23 and its associated facilities are required for
the training of the 385" Transportation Battalion, 175" Floating Craft Company, 185" Medium
Boat Company, 467" Transportation Terminal, 647™ Cargo Documentation Detachment, 804"
Movement Control Detachment, and 805™ Logistics Support. These units use the pier facilities
primarily for Army watercraft maintenance and for the training of reserve soldiers. At full
operational capacity, up to 400 reservists will utilize the Pier 23 facilities. Critical Habitat (CH)
designation on this facility would have a direct impact on unit training by delaying training that
support the nationwide US Army military mission and the US Army Reserve’s mission in
worldwide deployment. Significant training restrictions may potentially cause a restationing of
the operation as far away as Mare Island California, which would cost millions of dollars and
leave untrained soldiers.

USA1-2



Site USA2: Fort Lewis
 Affected ESU(s): Puget Sound Chinook
* INRMP: Yes

« DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: Fort Lewis is an 86,176-acre military reservation
located in western Washington. It is designated as a major military facility for both weapons
qualifications and field training. Out-of-state Army units and units from allied foreign nations use
the facilities including Gray Army Airfield. Dense forest covers much of the installation and is ideal
for light infantry maneuvers, which are primarily conducted on foot. The training areas include
forestlands, wetlands, grasslands, brush, and marine environments. Training areas are delineated into
maneuver, impact, range, and other training areas. Open areas and drop zones provide adequate
space for platoon and some company maneuver training. Off-road maneuver training areas include
vehicle training, bivouac, and position digging. There are 187 training facilities (115 firing ranges,
non-firing facilities, live-fire maneuver, and training areas) covering approximately 64,000 acres.
Gunnery training activities occur on the ranges including restrictive usage of high explosive
ordnance. Other training capabilities include: fixed artillery and mortar points, drop zones and an
assault strip, non-firing training facilities including rappel and nuclear, biological, and chemical
chambers, ammunition storage areas, and urban combat areas. Fort Lewis is in the process of
transforming Army training to meet worldwide requirements for deployment and serve as the
organizational and operational model for suitability of new equipment and training methods. This
transformation will provide war-fighting commanders with increased options for small-scale
contingencies without compromising readiness for a major theater of war.

* DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: The two major future consultations are
the Army Transformation and Resource Sustainability at Fort Lewis and Yakima Training
Center, Washington and Fiscal Year 2005 Stationing Actions at Fort Lewis and Yakima Training
Center, Washington. A biological assessment and essential fish habitat assessment has been
prepared for both actions. The biological assessments address potential impacts to listed species
and candidate species as appropriate. An initial determination of "may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect" Chinook salmon and steelhead is proposed in the documents as they
incorporate Fort Lewis Regulation 420-5 which provides specific protection measures for fish
species. Protection also is provided to salmonid species through the actions identified in the
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP), which was required by the Sikes Act.
Potential changes to military activities as a result of critical habitat designation could include:
increased time to consult on specific training actions, additional funding would be necessary to
include an assessment of potential impaets to critical habitat in each biological assessment and its
associated environmental documents, alteration of training timing and activities, at specific
locations, to include measures associated with critical habitat criteria.
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» DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities
as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: Increased costs to specific troop units would occur
as they are responsible to pay for NEPA documents analyzing potential impacts of their actions

on critical habitat and listed species. In addition, the increased time necessary for consultations
with NOAA Fisheries could hinder some types of training that rely on immediately available
training locations. They could lose the flexibility to take advantage of situations that could
enhance the training environment, should they be restricted by the timing requirements of formal
or informal consultations. Current training sites that could be affected by the designation of
critical habitat include: Muck Creek, Nisqually River, and the marine areas of Solo Point.
Training activities that could be affected by the designation of critical habitat are: Muck Creek —
changes in timing of crossings between training areas to avoid critical life stages; Nisqually
River — changes in river crossings (vehicle and soldiers) to avoid critical life stages, changes in
activities to defend and secure the bridge or attach the bridge to avoid pollutant increases, and
changes in location or timing of placement of raft bridges to avoid critical life stages; and Solo
Point — changes in frequencies or timing of diver actions, airborne jump actions, boat landings,
onshore delivery of equipment, and swimming vehicles to avoid impacts to essential fish habitat
and critical life stages. If designation of critical habitat results in alterations of current or planned
future training actions, impacts to national security would occur. It is essential that a training
environment be provided to ensure that troops are ready for any potential situation they may be
exposed to once deployed. However, Fort Lewis believes that the existing management plans and
regulations provide benefits to the species that outweigh the benefits of specifying Fort Lewis
aquatic areas as critical habitat and would not result in the extinction of the species concerned.

« Correspondence Reference(s): May 3, 2004 letter from Richard A. Hoefert (Army) to Donna
Darm (NOAA Fisheries).
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Site USA3: Yakima Training Center

« Affected ESU(s): Upper Columbia River and Middle Columbia River O. mykiss
* INRMP: Yes

« DOD Description of Facilities & Activities: The Yakima Training Center (YTC) is situated in
the Columbia River Basin of eastern Washington State. Currently, the YTC provides military
training facilities and logistical support for cross-country maneuvers and operational live-fire
training opportunities. Major military land uses at YTC include the cantonment area with
residential, administrative, commercial, light industrial, and open space uses; training areas with
maneuver, impact, firing ranges, and other special uses; and the Selah Airstrip and Vagabond
Army Airfield. As a training facility, YTC provides the opportunity, facilities, and support for
military units, including both active and reserve component forces, to enhance troop readiness
and train for mobilization and post mobilization exercises. All branches of the armed forces and
allied military units train at YTC to sustain and improve unit readiness for both wartime and
contingency operations. In addition, Fort Lewis and YTC have been identified as one of the
installations to be the lead in a transformation process for the Army’s conversion into a more
responsive, agile, and versatile force. This process will be initiated at Fort Lewis by the
transformation and stand up of existing units to Interim Brigade Combat Teams. Fort
Lewis/YTC is also conducting Stryker vehicle training. Stryker comprises two variants — the
Infantry Carrier Vehicle and the Mobile Gun System. The Infantry Carrier Vehicle has eight
additional configurations: Reconnaissance Vehicle, Mortar Carrier, Commanders Vehicle, Fire
Support Vehicle, Engineer Squad Vehicle, Medical Evacuation Vehicle, Anti-tank Guided
Missile Vehicle, and NBC Reconnaissance Vehicle. The armored wheeled vehicle is designed to
enable the Stryker Brigade Combat Team to maneuver more easily in close and urban terrain
while providing protection in open terrain.

» DOD Description of Anticipated Future Consultations and Potential Changes to Military
Activities as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: There are several anticipated future
consultations (informal) that will commence in the near future pertaining to the following
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents: Yakima Training Center Planning
Supplement Environmental Assessment (EA) (Supplement to installation’s Master Plan); Fiscal
Year 2005 Stationing Actions at Fort Lewis and Yakima Training Center, Washington EA; Army
Transformation and Resources Sustainability at Fort Lewis and Yakima Training Center,
Washington, Environmental Impact Statement. All of these NEPA documents have draft
Biological Assessments in which impacts to currently listed salmonid species and their habitat
have been identified and evaluated. If critical habitat (CH) is designated on YTC, an additional
analysis related to whether an adverse modification and/or destruction of CH would need to be
completed for each of those projects. The species and their habitat have been considered both in
the development and implementation of the installation’s Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan (INRMP) and in the assessment of potential impacts from proposed actions
and in past NEPA decisions. For each of the three aforementioned proposed actions, a
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determination of “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” has been made as a result of the
limited amount of suitable habitat available, the limited use of that habitat on the installation by
the listed species, and the adequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms including protection
measures, restoration activities, and mitigation measures.

» DOD Description of National Security Impacts of Consultations or Changes to Activities
as a Result of Critical Habitat Designation: YTC currently consults on proposed actions with
consideration for listed salmonids and their habitat. The impacts on national security from
consultations or changes to activities is thought to be minor if it does not result in more
“restrictive” measures for the protection and conservation of listed salmonids. Compliance
requirements that would limit training opportunities will result in impacts to national security.
The specific impacts would depend on what is proposed as CH and the extent at which activities,
if any, would be restricted within and adjacent to CH. Restrictions on training activities in CH
and restrictions on live fire exercises within CH drainages would result in impacts to training and
national security. Terrain features within and adjacent to those areas proposed as CH are ideal
for small unit (special forces) training exercises (to include live-fire exercises). The demand for
these kinds of training areas and this type of training is increasing due to the increased number of
small unit special operations currently taking place in the current war on terrorism. The trend for
small special operations will also increase in the future as the anticipated threats in the future
change to more terrorism related threats. Areas replicating those areas found in Iraq and
Afghanistan are becoming disproportionately important in training soldiers in small unit special
operations compared to traditional ranges and maneuver areas. In addition, Fort Lewis/YTC is
the only installation in the continental United States where Stryker vehicle training is occurring.
These forces are currently being deployed in Iraq as their training becomes complete. Under the
worst-case scenario, designation of CH could result in limitations in the use of the Multi Purpose
Range Complex, Multi Purpose Training Area and the Central Impact Area due to their potential
fire impacts on CH. With current management that already focuses on protection and
restoration, flexibility in providing the training opportunities that are required has enabled YTC
to meet our national security needs. Any reduction in the ability of YTC to provide realistic
training situations and trained soldiers would impact national security.

» Map Corrections/Revisions: Two additional sites on YTC (Johnson Creek, Lmuma Creek),
as well as the two sites identified on the proposed CH map (Hanson Creek, Alkali Creek)
constitute the four streams on YTC with existing fisheries and access to either the Columbia
River or the Yakima River. That portion of Johnson Creek from where it leaves the installation’s
eastern boundary, west to the confluence of Foster Creek has both resident rainbow and
steelhead, as well as, Chinook salmon. That portion of Lmuma Creek west of the Badger Pocket
Road to where it leaves the installation at its western boundary has resident rainbow and
potentially steelhead.

« Correspondence Reference(s): May 3, 2004 letter from Richard A. Hoefert (Army) to Donna
Darm (NOAA Fisheries).
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APPENDIX B

MEMO July 25, 2005

To: PRD File

From: Donna Darm, Assistant Regional Administrator, PRD

cc: Kirsten Erickson, NOAA General Counsel, NW

Subject: Analysis of the Benefits of Designating versus the Benefits of Excluding Indian

Lands from Critical Habitat for West Coast Salmon and Steelhead

This analysis was prepared to inform the agency’s exercise of discretion under Section 4(b)(2) of
the Endangered Species Act (ESA), which allows the Secretary to exclude any particular are
from critical habitat designation if the benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits of designation,
so long as exclusion will not result in extinction of the listed species. The analysis first examines
the benefits of designating Indian lands for each affected salmon and steelhead evolutionarily
significant unit (ESU). It then examines the benefits of excluding Indian lands, and concludes
that the benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits of designation because: 1) excluding Indian
lands has offsetting conservation benefits for all of the listed ESUs and 2) excluding Indian lands
benefits the federal government’s policy of promoting respect for tribal sovereignty and self-
governance. Based on this conclusion, we recommend the agency exercise its discretion under
ESA section 4(b)(2) to exclude Indian lands from designation, if further analysis supports a
determination that the exclusions will not result in extinction of the species, taking into account
the conservation needs of the species and information regarding potential exclusions of military
areas. To aid the reader, the following Table of Contents outlines the organization of this
memo:

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Background

Procedural Background

Unique Federal Relationship with Indian Tribes

Unique Status of “Indian Country” and Indian Lands

Executive Policy Guides Treatment of Indian Lands in Designating Critical Habitat

The Relationship between the Federal and Tribal Governments is Unique and Longstanding
Benefits of Designation
Benefits of Exclusion

Exclusion has Conservation Benefits that Offset the Benefits of Designation

Exclusion Furthers Federal Policies Promoting Tribal Sovereignty and Self-Governance
Balancing Benefits of Exclusion against Benefits of Designation
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Background

The Northwest Region is recommending critical habitat designations for 12 salmon and steelhead
ESUs in the Pacific Northwest. There are 25 Indian tribes whose lands intersect with defined
critical habitat of the 12 ESUs. Table 1 shows the tribes and the ESUs involved.

Table 1. Tribes with lands intersecting critical habitat areas for each ESU

Jamestown S'Klallam, Lower Elwha-Klallam, Lummi,

- Puss S Chiee S koot Nl Nkl or Cantle S Kan
Upper Skagit

2. Hood Canal Summer-run Chum Salmon Jamestown S'Klallam, Skokomish

3. Ozette Lake Sockeye Salmon Makah

4. Upper Columbia River Steelhead Colville

5. Snake River Steelhead Nez Perce

6. Middle Columbia River Steelhead Umatilla, Warm Springs, Yakama

7. Upper Willamette River Steelhead Grand Ronde

In addition, the attached maps show the location and size of the Indian lands in the context of the
range of the listed ESUs.

Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA requires federal agencies to ensure that any actions they authorize,
fund or carry out are not likely to result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated
critical habitat. (Section 7(a)(2) also requires federal agencies to ensure such actions do not
jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species. Section 3(5)(A) defines critical habitat,
but areas meeting the definition are not automatically designated. Section 4(b)(2) establishes the
process the agency is to use in designating critical habitat. It requires us to designate critical
habitat for threatened and endangered species “on the basis of the best scientific data available
and after taking into consideration the economic impact, and any other relevant impact, of
specifying any particular area as critical habitat.” This section grants the Secretary of Commerce
discretion to exclude any area from critical habitat if he determines “the benefits of such
exclusion outweigh the benefits of specifying such area as part of the critical habitat.” The
Secretary’s discretion is limited, as he may not exclude areas if it “will result in the extinction of
the species.”

Procedural Background

On February 16, 2000 we designated critical habitat for these ESUs (65 FR 7764). In that
designation we excluded Indian lands based ‘“on a consideration of the federal government’s
trust responsibilities to Indian tribes, particularly as addressed” in the Secretarial Order,
including our determination that designating such areas are not essential to the conservation of
listed species, “and out of respect for tribal sovereignty over the management of Indian lands.”
We also noted in the determination that the combination of all Indian lands made up only a



minor portion (less than three percent) of the total watershed area for the 13 Columbia basin
ESUs. Therefore, we determined that the critical habitat that was designated was sufficient to
provide for the conservation of the species.

Those designations were subsequently vacated by a court order. National Association of
Homebuilders v. Evans, 2002 WL 1205743 No. 00-CV-2799 (D.D.C.). On December 14, 2004
we published a proposed critical habitat designation, proposing exclusion of Indian lands based
on a determination that exclusion would benefit conservation of the listed species by enhancing
tribal participation in regional management forums and would benefit federal policies that
promote respect for tribal sovereignty and self-governance. As required by the Secretarial Order
— American Indian Tribal Rights, Federal-Tribal Trust Responsibilities, and the Endangered
Species Act, we met and consulted with tribes (tribal governments, staff, and intertribal
organizations) both before and after issuing the proposed designations, to discuss possible
impacts of designating critical habitat on Indian Lands. The tribes uniformly expressed
opposition to the designation of critical habitat on their lands, both in meetings and in letters.
Their view is that designation of critical habitat on their land will interfere with their sovereignty
and their ability to govern their lands, and will hamper their ability to participate fully in the
many regional processes established to manage and conserve salmon and steelhead across the
landscape.

Unique Federal Relationship with Indian Tribes

Executive Order 13175 reiterates the unique relationship between the federal and tribal
governments: The United States has a unique relationship with Indian tribal governments as set
forth in the Constitution of the United States, treaties, statutes, Executive Orders, and court
decisions. The nature of the relationship has been discussed from the earliest court cases (see
Worcester v. Georgia). In his seminal work, Felix Cohen' points out that, while treaties with
Indian tribes “are accorded the same dignity as that given to treaties with foreign nations,” they
differ in at least two important respects. “Through the application of special canons of
construction, Indian treaties are construed in favor of the Indians. Further, the courts will not find
that Indian treaties have been abrogated by later treaties or legislation unless there is a clear and
specific showing in the later enactment that abrogation was intended” (Cohen, p. 63).

This description supports points that will be made later in this memo regarding the purpose of
Indian lands as reserves for tribal governments. The reservations are both secure homelands for
the tribes, as well as bases for their economic stability. The title to the land is held by the United
States for the sole beneficial use of the tribes and their members. These are not federal lands
reserved for public use, but rather “Indian lands” reserved for use by tribal governments (and
individual tribal members). Discussion regarding the future status of Indian lands should be
consistent with these purposes.

Unique Status of “Indian Country” and Indian Lands

Before addressing specific characteristics of Indian Land, it is helpful to look at the legal status
of the areas within which they are found, i.e., “Indian Country.” Indian Country is defined in 18
US.C.§ 1151:

! Felix S. Cohen’s Handbook of Federal Indian Law, 1982 Edition, Rennard Strickland, et al, editors. Michie Bobbs-
Merrill (1982).



(a) all lands within the limits of any reservation under the jurisdiction of the
United States Government, not withstanding the issuance of any patent, and
including rights-of-way running through the reservation,

(b) all dependent Indian communities within the borders of the United States
whether within the original or subsequently acquired territory thereof, and
whether within or without the limits of a State, and

(c) all Indian allotments, the Indian titles to which have not been extinguished,
including rights-of-way running through the same.

As Cohen points out: “The Indian country statute is thus of general importance in defining the

special territory where Indians are governed primarily by tribal and federal law rather than state
law” (Cohen, p 28).

“Indian lands” are defined in the Secretarial Order as “any lands title to which is either 1) held in
trust by the United States for the benefit of any Indian tribe or individual, or 2) held by any
Indian tribe or individual subject to restrictions by the United States against alienation.”
Additionally, it is a stated principle of the Secretarial Order that Indian lands “are not subject to
the controls or restrictions set forth in federal public land laws. Indian lands are not federal
public land or part of the public domain, but are rather retained by tribes or set aside for tribal
use pursuant to treaties, statutes, court orders, executive orders, judicial decision, or agreements.
Accordingly, Indian tribes manage Indian lands in accordance with tribal goals and objectives,
within the framework of applicable laws.”

The above supports the conclusions of Sandi Zellmar’s discussion in “Indian Lands as Critical
Habitat for Indian Nations and Endangered Species: Tribal Survival and Sovereignty Come

First”:’

Thus, the trust responsibility arises not only from the nature of the relationship between
tribes and the United States, but also from the massive transfer of lands from Indian
Nations to the federal government and the retention and protection of a critical—though
diminished—Iand base, as reflected in treaties. Just as sovereignty is at the very core of
the trust responsibility, the tribal land base, retained by the tribes through treaties, is a
critical component of sovereignty for most tribes.

Executive Policy Guides Treatment of Indian Lands in Designating Critical Habitat

In addition to Executive Order 13175, we have Department of Commerce direction, via the
Secretarial Order, stating that Indian lands shall not be designated, nor areas where the “tribal
trust resources ... or the exercise of tribal rights” will be impacted, unless such lands or areas are
determined “essential to conserve a listed species.” In such cases we “shall evaluate and
document the extent to which the conservation needs of the listed species can be achieved by
designating only other lands.” The Secretarial Order is consistent with the long-standing policies
of the federal government regarding relationships with, and responsibilities to, Indian tribes.

? Zellmar, Sandi B., South Dakota Law Review /43 S.D.L. Rev. 381] (1 998)



The Secretarial Order direction was developed in consultation with tribal governments, in
recognition of their sovereign status and management authority. The Order’s purpose, in part, is
to help ensure the tribes do not bear a disproportionate conservation burden.

This direction recognized the unique status of Indian lands. In the words of the Secretarial
Order, “Indian lands are not federal public lands or part of the public domain, and are not subject
to federal public land laws.” They were retained by tribes or were set aside for tribal use
pursuant to treaties, statutes, judicial decisions, executive orders or agreements. These lands are
managed by Indian tribes in accordance with tribal goals and objectives, within the framework of
applicable laws. (For a description of the federal government’s relationship and responsibility
regarding Indian lands and trust resources, see United States v. Mitchell (463 U.S. 206 (1983)).

The Relationship between the Federal and Tribal Governments is Unique and
Longstanding

The federal government has long recognized the unique status of Indian tribes. The U.S.
Constitution recognized tribal status via the “Indian commerce clause.” Additionally, treaties are
identified as being part of the “supreme law of the land.”

In addition to Constitutional recognition, there have been a number of executive branch
expressions of the relationships’ between the federal and tribal governments. Examples of
executive direction include:

e Presidential Memorandum of April 28, 1994—directs executive departments and agencies
to “assess the impact of federal government plans, projects, programs, and activities on tribal
resources to assure that tribal government rights and concerns are considered during ...
[their] development.”

e Executive Order 13175 — Consultation and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments (November 6, 2000)—directs departments and agencies to “encourage Indian
tribes to develop their own policies to achieve program objectives;” “where possible, defer to
Indian tribes to establish standards;” “in determining whether to establish federal standards,
consult with tribal officials as to the need for federal standards and any alternatives that
would limit the scope of federal standards or otherwise preserve the prerogatives and

authority of Indian tribes.”

e Department of Commerce—American Indian and Alaska Native Policy (March 30,
1995)— includes the following “Policy Principles”:
— Recognition of, and commitment to, “a government-to-government relationship with
... Tribal governments.” (First Principle)
— Recognition that “the tribal right to self-government flows from the inherent
sovereignty of tribes and nations and that Federally recognized tribes have a unique
and direct relationship with the Federal government.” (First Principle)

3 Rather than conduct an exhaustive historical review of executive (or judicial, for that matter) direction this memo
discusses the most recent examples. For more detail on the history of federal-Indian relations see Cohen and
Getches.



— Recognition trust responsibility and commitment to “consult and work with tribal
governments prior to implementing any actions when developing legislation
regulations, and/or policies that will affect tribal governments, their development
efforts, and their land and resources” (Third Principle)

— “Pledges to honor the Constitutional protections to Indian Commerce” by recognizing
that tribes, as sovereign governments, “are responsible for the welfare and rights of
their members and the right to regulate commerce within their reservation
boundaries.” (Fourth Principle)

— Confirmation that the Department “will consult and work with tribal governments
before making decisions or implementing policy, rules or programs that may affect
tribes to ensure tribal rights and concerns are addressed.” (Fifth Principle)

— Recognition “that as a sovereign government” tribes are “responsible for the welfare
and rights” of their membership and have “the right to regulate commerce within
[their] boundaries.” (Fifth Principle)

— Commitment to identify and take “appropriate steps to remove any impediments to
working directly and effectively with tribal governments.” This includes applying the
requirements of applicable executive orders (e.g., 13175 on intergovernmental
partnerships (see above) and 12866 Regulatory Planning and Reviews) and legislative
(e.g., Regulatory Flexibility Act) requirements “to design solutions and tailor Federal
programs, when appropriate, to address specific or unique needs of tribal
communities.” (Sixth Principle)

SECRETARIAL ORDER--American Indian Tribal Rights, Federal-Tribal Trust
Responsibilities, and the Endangered Species Act. The secretaries of commerce and of the
interior jointly issued the Secretarial Order in June 1997. The stated purpose of the Order is
the clarification of “the responsibilities of the component agencies, bureaus and offices” of
the Department “when actions taken under authority of the [Endangered Species] Act and
associated implementing regulations affect, or may affect, Indian lands, tribal trust resources
or the exercise of ... tribal rights.” The opening section continues by saying the Departments
will strive “to ensure that Indian tribes do not bear a disproportionate burden for the
conservation of listed species, so as to avoid or minimize the potential for conflict and
confrontation.”

Several sections of the Secretarial Order refer to, or specifically address critical habitat. The
following is from Appendix Section 3(B):

— (2) Recognize the right of Indian tribes to participate fully in the listing process by
providing timely notification to, soliciting information and comments from, and utilizing
the expertise of, Indian tribes whose exercise of tribal rights or tribal trust resources
could be affected by a particular listing. This process shall apply to proposed and final
rules to... (ii) designate critical habitat.

— (3) Recognize the contribution to be made by affected Indian tribes, throughout the
process and prior to finalization and close of the public comment period, in the review of
proposals to designate critical habitat and evaluate economic impacts of such proposals
with implications for tribal trust resources or the exercise of tribal rights. The Services



shall notify affected Indian tribes and the BIA, and solicit information on, but not limited
to, tribal cultural values, reserved hunting, fishing, gathering, and other Indian rights or
tribal economic development, for use in: (i) the preparation of economic analyses
involving impacts on tribal communities; and (ii) the preparation of "balancing tests" to
determine appropriate exclusions from critical habitat and in the review of comments or
petitions concerning critical habitat that may adversely affect the rights or resources of
Indian tribes.

(4) In keeping with the trust responsibility, [the Services] shall consult with the affected
Indian tribe(s) when considering the designation of critical habitat in an area that may
impact tribal trust resources, tribally-owned fee lands, or the exercise of tribal rights.
Critical habitat shall not be designated in such areas unless it is determined essential to
conserve a listed species. In designating critical habitat, the Services shall evaluate and
document the extent to which the conservation needs of the listed species can be achieved
by limiting the designation to other lands.

(6) Having first provided the affected Indian tribe(s) the opportunity to actively review
and comment... provide affected Indian tribe(s) with a written explanation whenever a

final decision on any of the following activities conflicts with comments provided by an

affected Indian tribe: ... (ii) designate critical habitat.

In summary, as articulated in the February 16, 2000 FRN (65 FR 7764-7787, February 16, 2000)
designating critical habitat:

...there is a unique and distinctive relationship between the United States and Indian
tribes (as defined by the U.S. Constitution, treaties, statutes, executive orders, judicial
decisions, and agreements), which differentiate tribes from the other entities that have a
relationship with, or are affected by, actions of the federal government.

This relationship has given rise to a special federal trust responsibility involving the
legal responsibilities and obligations of the United States toward Indian tribes and the
application of fiduciary standards of due care with respect to Indian lands, tribal trust
resources, and the exercise of tribal rights.

Pursuant to the treaties, statutes, judicial decisions, executive orders and other
agreements that define the relationship between the United States and tribes, lands have
been retained by Indian tribes or have been set aside for tribal use. These lands are
managed by Indian tribes in accordance with tribal goals and objectives, within the

framework of applicable laws.

Benefits of Designation

The principal benefit of designating critical habitat is that ESA section 7 requires every federal
agency to ensure that any action it authorizes, funds or carries out is not likely to result in the
destruction or adverse modification of the designated critical habitat. This complements the
Section 7 provision that federal agencies ensure their actions are not likely to jeopardize the



continued existence of a listed species. Another possible benefit is that the designation of critical
habitat can serve to educate the public regarding the potential conservation value of an area.

This may focus and contribute to conservation efforts by clearly delineating areas that are
important to species conservation.

In developing the critical habitat designation for these ESUs, we first established those areas that
meet the definition of critical habitat. For reasons described more fully in [CHART Report], we
identified critical habitat areas as the occupied stream reaches within a watershed, as designated
by the U.S. Geological Survey. In Puget Sound, we also identified nearshore areas meeting the
definition of critical habitat, delineated using a mapping standard developed by Washington
State. We asked teams of federal biologists to determine the relative conservation value of each
area for each species (high, medium or low). Their evaluation provided information allowing us
to determine the benefit of designating any particular watershed in a way that would aid the
4(b)(2) balancing test. The higher the conservation value of an area, the greater the benefit of the
section 7 protection.

Table 2 shows the habitat that would be affected by a designation on Indian lands. The benefits
of designation depend upon the extent of the habitat under consideration, its conservation value,

and the types of federal activities in that area likely to undergo section 7 consultation.

Table 2: Number of stream miles and nearshore miles of habitat intersecting with Indian lands.

ESU and Stregm “?ﬂes . Indian lands Nearshore miles Indian landos
Occupied Miles overlapping with Indian overlap as % of (all high) overlap as %
lands . . of total
. . - total stream overlapping with
(Occupied stream miles / Conservation Value miles occupied Indian lands nearshore
occupied nearshore miles) | High Med Low up miles occupied
1. Puget Sound
Chinook Salmon 46 <1 2% 146 6%
(2,216 /2,376)
2. Hood Canal Summer-
run Chum Salmon 4 5% 9 2%
(88/402)
3. Ozette Lake
Sockeye Salmon <1 2%
(44 / na)
4. Upper Columbia River
Steelhead 43 2 9 4%
(1,332 / na)
5. Snake River Steelhead o
(8,225 / na) 27 12 <1%
6. Middle Columbia
River Steelhead 535 63 1 9%
(6,529 / na)
7. Upper Willamette
River Steelhead 9 2 <1%
(1,830/0)




The activities occurring in these areas that would be likely to undergo a section 7 consultation
include several transportation projects, of permits for instream work, minor NPDES permits, and
dredging. In the range of Puget Sound chinook there may be some federal activity associated
with a non-hydropower dam and a major NPDES permit. In the range of mid-Columbia
steelhead there may be some federal activity associated with hydropower dams. There are also
likely to be a very few actions associated with mining, utilities and development. Table 3 shows
an estimate of the federal activities likely to occur within the range of each ESU.

Table 3. Number and type of federal activities likely to occur on Indian lands within critical
habitat of each ESU.
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1. Puget Sound Chinook Salmon 4 56 1 30 10 1
2. Hood Canal Summer-run Chum |
Salmon
3. Ozette Lake Sockeye Salmon
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Benefits of Exclusion

Exclusion has Conservation Benefits that Offset the Benefits of Designation

Tribal governments are co-managers of salmon and steelhead resources throughout the region.
The co-manager relationship crosses tribal, federal, and state boundaries, due to the migratory
characteristics of the species. The Regional Administrator, in testimony before the U.S. Senate
Indian Affairs Committee (June 2003), emphasized the importance of this co-manager
relationship:

We have repeatedly stressed to the region’s leaders, tribal and non-tribal, the
importance of our co-management and trust relationship to the tribes. NOAA
Fisheries enjoys a positive working relationship with our Pacific Northwest Tribal
partners. We view that relationship as crucial to the region’s future success in
recovery of listed salmon.



Examples of that “positive working relationship” can be seen in federal-tribal participation
within the U.S. v. Oregon and U.S. v. Washington framework and the participation of tribes on
interstate (Pacific Fisheries Management Council) and international (Pacific Salmon
Commission) management bodies. Additionally, there are innumerable local and regional forums
and planning efforts in which the tribes are engaged with the federal government. These
activities result in several benefits to the salmon species, by ensuring that habitat priorities are
identified and addressed, that hatchery reforms are implemented, and that harvest does not
preclude recovery. The participation of the tribes is crucial to the management and recovery of
the listed species. Examples of tribal involvement in these arenas include:

e Harvest. The impacts of harvest can be significant. The challenge is to design harvest
programs that reduce the impact on listed fish to acceptable levels while also providing
meaningful opportunities for tribal harvest to target more abundant stocks. Examples of ways
to meet this challenge include:

— Joint Resource Management Plans (JRMP) are one of several categories of activities
that can be exempted from the take prohibitions of Section 9 of the “limits.” These limits
on the application of take prohibitions are prescribed in ESA 4(d) Rule (50 CFR Part
223). In effect, this rule provides means for allowing take of threatened species when
such occurs in conformity with NOAA-approved resource management plans developed
jointly by the states and tribes under the jurisdiction of U.S. v. Oregon or U.S. v.
Washington. Examples include: Salmon Fisheries and Steelhead Net Fisheries Affecting
Puget Sound Chinook Salmon in 2003-2004, and Puget Sound Comprehensive Chinook
Management Plan: Harvest Management Component.

— Tribal Resource Management Plans (TRMP) make up another category of activities
covered by one of the limits included in the 4(d) rule noted above. TRMPs are developed
by the tribe(s) to meet their management responsibilities and needs in a manner
consistent with the purposes of the ESA. Examples include: Tribal Chinook Research in
Puget Sound, Washington; Tribal Resource Management Plan for Threatened Snake
River Spring/Summer Chinook on the Imnaha River Subbasin in 2002-2004, prepared by
the Nez Perce Tribe; and Tribal Resource Management Plan for Snake River
Spring/Summer Chinook in the Grand Ronde River in northeast Oregon prepared by the
Umatilla Tribe in 2004.

— Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) is a process that sets annual fisheries in
federal waters from three to 200 miles off the coasts of Washington, Oregon, and
California.

— Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC) was established by treaty between Canada and the
United States “for the conservation, rational management, and optimum production of
Pacific Salmon.” The PSC is an eight-person body made up of four Commissioners each
from the United States and Canada. Each Commissioner has an alternate. Of the four
U.S. Commissioners, one represents Alaska; one represents the states of Washington and
Oregon; one represents the treaty tribes in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho; and one
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represents the federal government. The Alternate Commissioners are used effectively to
broaden the body’s regional representation of the Commissioners. For example, the
tribes” Commissioner and alternate Commissioner are involved in the U.S. v. Washington
and U.S. v. Oregon cases, respectively, ensuring that both cases are knowledgeably
represented in Commission deliberations and that the interests of commercial and
recreational fisheries as well as federal, state, and tribal governments are also
represented. The United States and Canada each have one vote within the Commission,
so there must be consensus for bilateral decisions to be made. Within the U.S. Section,
the voting rules, which are prescribed in the implementing legislation, give the tribal
Commissioner one of the three U.S. votes (the federal Commissioner has no vote.) Tribal
representation is also included on the Southern and Fraser River Panels, which focus on
particular fisheries and make recommendations to the Commission.

The voting mechanisms and representational structure embodied in the U.S. Section of
the PSC institutionalize tribal co-management authority and ensure the tribes a “seat at
the table” for all matters relating to implementation of the Pacific Salmon Treaty.

Several technical committees provide technical management advice to the Commission
and panels; state, federal and tribal biologists have been appointed to and serve on the
Committees.

A great number of fishing regimes and fishery management plans have been developed
within the PSC forum, all with tribal involvement. As examples:

= The Fraser River Panel manages the Fraser sockeye and pink fisheries in northern
Puget Sound and southern British Columbia every summer. The U.S. Section of the
Fraser River Panel includes a tribal Panel Member (and an alternate), whose
concurring vote is required before the Panel can make a decision.

= A comprehensive coho management regime was negotiated and agreed to within the
PSC process in 2002. Tribal and NOAA Fisheries, as well as Washington and
Oregon representatives, were involved throughout the negotiation of this plan.

= Chinook fisheries from Alaska to Oregon are managed pursuant to a comprehensive
plan (“chinook annex”) embodied in the Pacific Salmon Treaty. This plan was
negotiated with tribal involvement, and among its intents were limiting the impact of
fisheries on weak chinook stocks and returning a share of the impacts to terminal
areas, thereby addressing “north-south” allocation of chinook salmon (i.e., sharing
between Alaska and the “southern” states and the treaty tribes of far-north migrating
chinook stocks).

U.S. v. Washington resulted in the federal court requiring the co-management by federal
agencies, states, and tribes concerning fisheries in Puget Sound. The Puget Sound Salmon
Management Plan is a joint co-management plan to manage the harvest and other
activities associated with Puget Sound salmon.
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U.S. v. Oregon resulted in the federal court overseeing the co-management by federal
agencies, states, and tribes of fisheries in the Columbia River and its tributaries. The
Columbia River Fisheries Management Plan is a joint co-management plan to manage
the harvest and other activities associated with Columbia River salmon.

In-season management involves cooperation among federal, tribal, and state biologists
in analyzing the size of fish runs as salmon and steelhead migrate back to their rivers and
hatcheries of origin.

Hatcheries. The impacts of hatchery programs can be significant. The challenge is to identify
where (spatially and temporally) to place the artificial propagation efforts to meet both
harvest and recovery needs. Examples of federal-tribal cooperation in meeting the challenge
include:

Hatchery Genetic Management Plans (HGMP) are a mechanism for addressing the
take of certain listed species that may occur as a result of artificial propagation activities.
They are developed by federal agencies, states, and tribes concerned with the
management of hatchery programs that will lead to fish recovery. NOAA Fisheries
reviews HGMPs for consistency with the ESA.

Makah Tribe and NOAA Fisheries agreed on a long-term management plan involving
the artificial propagation of threatened Ozette Lake Sockeye Salmon in 2003.

Hydropower. The Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) has acknowledged
adverse impacts on listed salmonids. It is critical to include tribal co-managers in the
decision-making process.

Federal Columbia River Power System Implementation Team is made up of
program- and policy-level representatives from federal operating and regulatory agencies,
states, Columbia River Indian Tribes, and Mid-Columbia Public Utility Districts. The
purpose of the Implementation Team and its technical teams (System Configuration
Team; Water Quality Team; Transboundary Gas Group; and Technical Management
Team) is to provide a mechanism for coordination, decision-making, and appropriate and
timely implementation of NOAA Fisheries” FCRPS BiOp.

Habitat. Habitat restoration is recognized as critical to the recovery of salmonids. Research is
needed to identify the appropriate habitat on which to focus, as well as to restore it in the
most efficient manner. Examples of activities involving tribes as co-managers in addressing
habitat concerns include:

Salmon and Steelhead Habitat Inventory and Assessment Project, a computerized
information system developed by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, the
tribes, and others to catalogue details about habitat and to map fish stock distribution and
status.
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— Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund was established in FY 2000 to provide grants to
the states and tribes to assist state, tribal, and local salmon conservation and recovery
efforts. Congress specifically appropriated funds for Columbia Basin and coastal tribes,
in recognition of the critical role they play in salmonid management and eventual
recovery.

— NOAA Fisheries has stated that the subbasin plans will be used as the foundation for its
recovery planning tasks. To that end, NOAA Fisheries has provided interim targets for
listed salmon populations to subbasin planning groups and has stated that its intention to
adopt subbasin plans as local recovery plans.

Recovery Planning. NOAA Fisheries is responsible for the development of Recovery Plans
for listed species. With species that encompass such vast geographic areas, it is essential to
involve co-managers. The tribes are integral to the successful development of recovery plans.
Examples include:

— Shared Salmon Strategy for Puget Sound, a cooperative effort that links ongoing wild
salmon recovery initiatives at the tribal, state, federal, and local levels to create a plan
that is viable and cost-effective. It establishes, organizes, and manages these links;
identifies necessary long- and short-term actions, and coordinates funding needs; and
proposes laws or policies needed to support wild salmon recovery.

— Technical Recovery Teams are responsible for establishing biology-based ESA
recovery goals for listed species. The TRTs serve as science advisors to recovery
planners.

Exclusion Furthers Federal Policies Promoting Tribal Sovereignty and Self-Governance

In the current designation effort, we have contacted all potentially affected tribes by letters to the
Tribal Chairs (with copies to the identified key tribal staff) and electronic mail to key tribal staff.
Additionally, a number of meetings and workshops were held with tribes and intertribal
organizations. We have also received numerous letters from tribes in response to our previous
communications, comments to the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (68 FR 35926,
September 29, 2003), and comments on the proposed designation (69 FR 74572, December 14,
2004). In all of these communications and conversations, the tribes unanimously expressed their
objections to Indian lands being designated as critical habitat.

Interference with tribal sovereignty, including tribal reserved rights to manage their own
lands and resources. One of the essential features of tribal sovereignty is the jurisdictional
control the tribal government is able to exercise over its (and its members) land. Numerous
judicial opinions have stated that these essential government features include the ability to
levy taxes and develop/enforce zoning requirements on its membership. In 2000, we
recognized the inherent right of the tribe to manage the land set aside for the specific uses of
the tribes and their members.

EO 13175 states, in part, that “when formulating and implementing policies that have tribal
implications,” we will, “to the extent permitted by law... defer to Indian tribes to establish
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standards, and... consult with tribal officials as to the need for federal standards and any
alternatives that would limit the scope of federal standards or otherwise preserve the
prerogatives and authority of Indian tribes.”

Economic impacts to both growth and stability. Tribes face the unique circumstance of
being restricted to specific and limited geographic locations. Such restrictions have the result
of limiting the economic opportunities open to the tribal governments. Further exacerbating
the limitations inherent to the somewhat fixed land status (spatially) is the fact that the
potential effect of designating critical habitat could further negatively impact the relatively
limited economic development opportunities for tribes. Additionally, the economic options,
such as transfers or mobility of land ownership, are extremely limited. Tribal members, like
their tribal government, are not in position to sell their land and move to some other less
affected area.

Violation of Trust Responsibility. An essential feature of Trust Responsibility is the
management of tribal resources by federal agencies, tribes themselves under Indian Self-
Determination or Tribal Self-Governance arrangements, or through federal-tribal co-
management for the benefit of Indian tribes and/or Indian individuals. In the arena of
salmonid management, the tribes and we are co-managers (with the states). The co-manager
relationship includes all aspects of salmon and steelhead management: hatchery
development, production, and management; management of natural stocks; and harvest
management. In all of these aspects of the conservation and management of the species,
including listed stocks, the fish managing partners (NOAA Fisheries, tribal governments and
their fisheries programs, and states) work together cooperatively to ensure the conservation
and recovery of fish as both ESA-listed species but also as trust resources. To designate
critical habitat on Indian lands would be viewed as a negative impact to that relationship and
would place future cooperation in jeopardy.

Contrary to Secretarial Order requirements. The Secretarial Order contains both general
and specific guidance regarding the potential designation of critical habitat on Indian lands.
The general guidance reinforces the “consultation principles” of the federal government, i.e.,
whenever the federal government is embarking on a course of action that has the potential to
affect tribes, the action agency should consult with the affected tribal government. Specific
guidance includes:

— Evaluating critical habitat proposals with implications for tribal trust resources or the
exercise of tribal rights.

— Soliciting information from potentially affected tribes on the various impacts that may
result from the designation.

— Preparing economic analyses with impact tribal communities.

— Preparing balancing tests to determine appropriate exclusions from critical habitat and in
review of comments or petitions concerning critical habitat that may adversely affect the
rights or resources of Indian tribes.

— Before designating Indian lands where “the exercise of tribal trust resources... or the
exercise of tribal rights” will be impacted, first determine if those Indian lands are
“essential to the conservation [of the] species” and, when such is the case, we will
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“evaluate and document the extent to which the conservation needs of the listed species
can be achieved by” designating only other lands.

e Harm to, or undermining of, the NOAA Fisheries—tribal co-manager relationship regarding
listed salmon. In addition to the above individual aspects of the federal-tribal government
relationships, there are unique co-manager relationships between the governments regarding
salmonids. This unique relationship is exhibited, in part, through a variety of work projects
that address areas such as harvest, hatchery, habitat, and hydropower (see above).

If tribal lands are designated as critical habitat the practical consequence would be the
diversion or re-direction of scarce staffing and financial resources. Tribal governments have
consistently stated that their staff and financial resources are extremely limited. A
requirement for additional consultations would likely result in diverting program resources
from current management and conservation efforts.

Balancing Benefits of Exclusion against Benefits of Designation

Designation of the Indian lands under consideration would require federal agencies to ensure that
any actions they carry out, fund or permit are not likely to adversely modify the areas designated.
Depending on the ESU, the habitat ranges from X to XX stream miles and from X to XX
nearshore miles. The activities likely to have federal involvement and therefore undergo
consultation include permits for instream work and NPDES, transportation projects, dredging,
utilities, mining and dams. For all but one ESU, the areas involved represent less than 5 percent
of the total miles of habitat available.

Regarding the educational benefit of critical habitat designation, in numerous letters to NOAA
Fisheries, the tribes have documented how they are already working with us to address the
habitat needs of the species on these lands as well as in the larger ecosystem, and they are fully
aware of the conservation value of their lands.

The major benefit to be derived from the exclusion of Indian lands is the positive, productive
effect on our co-management and working relationship with the tribes. The federal and tribal
governments have a long relationship. The tribes are active partners and co-managers in a wide
variety of essential activities addressing harvest, hatcheries, hydropower, habitat and recovery
planning. Encouraging and supporting the continued participation by the tribes in these efforts,
including the many in which they take the lead, is vital to the recovery of the listed species. The
region’s tribal governments have repeatedly stated they are constantly confronting the allocation
of scarce resources (personnel and financial) to address salmonid management. These resources
are already committed to participation in the numerous regional planning and management
forums, as well as the development and implementation of specific plans and projects that
address habitat restoration, harvest management, and production programs. Including tribal
lands within critical habitat designation world force the reallocation of these scarce resources to
address additional regulatory and consultation requirements. This would be viewed as an
unnecessary competitive pressure on the tribal resources leading the tribal governments to be less
inclined, or able, to participate in these current and ongoing protection and conservation efforts
we view as crucial to the restoration and recovery of the species.
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Exclusion of Indian lands would also further federal government policies to promote tribal
sovereignty and self-governance:

e The Secretarial Order states that Indian lands will not be designated as critical habitat unless
they are essential for conservation, i.e., after the Secretary determines that the designation of
all other non-Indian land is insufficient to conserve the species.

e The exclusion is consistent with the April 28, 1994 executive memorandum and executive
order 13175.

e The exclusion is consistent with past Federal Register-published secretarial determinations
(65 FR 7764-7787, February 16, 2000).

e The exclusion is consistent with the recognition of the sovereignty of tribal governments and
their jurisdiction over Indian and (where documented) non-Indian lands.

e The exclusion is consistent with departmental/agency trust responsibility in that it supports
an essential purpose of the Indian lands, including economic security; it recognizes tribal
primacy regarding the management of tribal lands; and it complies with direction/statements
found in the Secretarial Order and EO 13175.

e The exclusion supports and affirms the federal-tribal co-manager partnership crucial to the
conservation and recovery of the species.

Based on the foregoing analysis, I conclude that the benefits of excluding the identified Indian
lands outweigh the benefits of designating those lands because: 1) excluding Indian lands has
offsetting conservation benefits for all of the listed ESUs and 2) excluding Indian lands benefits
the federal government’s policy of promoting respect for tribal sovereignty and self-governance.
This conclusion is consistent with relevant judicial decisions on what to consider in determining
critical habitat. Center for Biological Diversity v. Norton, 240 F.Supp.2d 1090, 1005 (2003),
found that “[i]t is certainly reasonable to consider a positive working relationship relevant,
particularly when that relationship results in the implementation of beneficial natural resource
programs, including species preservation.” Douglas County v. Babbit, 48 F.3d 1495 (1995),
found that the impacts relevant for consideration are those which further the purposes of the
ESA.

Further analysis is necessary to determine whether excluding these lands will result in extinction
of any of the ESUs, after taking into consideration the conservation needs of the ESUs and any
other potential exclusions being considered for military areas.

Map Attachments (3)

16



Attachment 1

Makah

Lower}
N g
N
/
;
B
0 20 40
1

Skoky¢

YA

Puget Sound Area Tribal Lands

A

Ja sto n
S'Kiallam

Y Muckleshoo

Island
,"f’(f # Puyallup
(
NG Nisqually
60 80
I \iles

Legend

Ozette Lake Sockeye
~"~~— Puget Sound Chinook
N~ Hood Canal Summer Chum

4 Tribal Lands
|:I State Boundary




Attachment 2

Middle Columbia and
Snake River Basin Tribal Lands

Colville

0 20 40 80 120

160
Miles

Legend

"\~ Upper Columbia Steelhead
~~ Middle Columbia Steelhead
~—~ Snake River Basin Steelhead

Upper Columbia Sprin-run chinook
7 Tribal Lands

|:| states




Attachment 3

&3

I=F p
{]ﬂﬂtz
o @2 QF
a 0 o
=G < a
o [==]
Legend

~~~— Upper Willamette Steelhead

A Tribal Lands
|:| states

0o 2 4 8 12 16

Miles

\ Upper Willamette Tribal Lands




APPENDIX C

MEMO August 10, 2005

To: PRD File

From: Donna Darm, Assistant Regional Administrator, PRD
cc: Kirsten Erickson, NOAA General Counsel, NW

Mike Crouse, Assistant Regional Administrator, HCD

Subject: Critical Habitat Designation for Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESU) of
West Coast Salmon and Steelhead — Analysis of the Benefits of
Designation versus the Benefits of Exclusion of Areas Covered by Habitat
Conservation Plans

This analysis was prepared to inform the agency’s exercise of discretion under Section
4(b)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), which allows the Secretary to exclude any
particular area from critical habitat designation if the benefits of exclusion outweigh the
benefits of designation, so long as exclusion will not result in extinction of the listed
species.

Background
On December 14, 2004 we published a proposed critical habitat designation with

exclusions based on impacts on the economy, impacts on national security, and impacts
on tribal governments (69 Fed. Reg. 74572). The proposed rule also noted we were
considering additional exclusions, among them areas covered by habitat conservation
plans (HCP). Although the proposed rule did not provide a detailed analysis of the
benefits of designation or exclusion, it cited a supporting document that identified and
mapped the HCPs then in place in the Northwest region. Table 1 lists the HCPs identified
in the supporting document. The Federal Register Notice requested “[i]nformation
regarding the benefits of excluding lands covered by Habitat Conservation Plans . . .,
including the regulatory burden designation may impose on landowners and the
likelihood that exclusion of areas covered by existing plans will serve as an incentive for
other landowners to develop plans covering their lands.”

Table 1: HCPs in the Northwest Region in place at the time of the proposed
designation with critical habitat potentially present.

HCP Type 1000s of
Acres
Seattle: Cedar River Water and riparian habitat management 90
Tacoma: Green R. Water management 14
Plum Cr: Central Cascades | Timber 150
Green Diamond (Simpson) | Timber 262
West Fork (Murray) Timber 49
DNR State Lands Timber 1,400
Mid-C dams (3) Passage dam operation NA
Storedahl Gravel Gravel mining <1
Tagshinny Tree Farm Timber <1




The proposed rule also stated that we were considering excluding private commercial
timber land in Washington State covered by state forest practices rules. These lands are
the subject of a pending HCP between our agency and the Washington Department of
Natural Resources. When completed, the HCP will cover over 8 million acres, much of
which contain critical habitat for salmon and steelhead. In this analysis, we have not
considered pending HCPs for exclusion because we do not want to prejudge the outcome
of the HCP process. Once this HCP i1s completed and in force, we will complete an
analysis of the benefits of designation versus the benefits of exclusion for landowners
covered by the agreement who seek an exclusion.

Habitat Conservation Plans in the Statutory Context

The ESA and our implementing regulations include two important mechanisms for
promoting conservation of listed salmon and steelhead. Federal agencies must ensure
their actions are not likely to jeopardize species’ continued existence or destroy or
adversely modify designated critical habitat. This requirement protects listed salmon and
steelhead on federal lands and whenever a federal permit or funding is involved in non-
Federal actions, but its reach is limited. The vast majority of activities occurring in
riparian and upland areas on private and state-owned lands do not require a federal permit
or funding and are not reached by section 7 (in contrast to instream activities, most of
which do require a federal permit).

The second important protection is that no one may “take” a listed salmon or steelhead,
with take broadly defined to include “harm.” The ability of the ESA to induce
landowners to adopt conservation measures lies in the take prohibitions of section 9(a)
and 4(d), and many landowners have chosen to put conservation plans in place to avoid
any uncertainty. The primary mechanism for them to do this is to develop a habitat
conservation plan, or HCP, under the provisions of section 10 of the ESA.

Section 10 of the ESA as originally enacted in 1973, contained provisions allowing for
the issuance of permits authorizing the taking of listed species under very limited
circumstances for private entities. However, these provisions were not flexible enough to
address situations in which a property owner’s otherwise lawful activities might result in
an incidental take. The 1982 Amendments to the ESA sought to address this concern by
including provisions under Section 10 that allowed us to issue permits authorizing the
incidental take of listed species in the course of otherwise lawful activities, provided
those activities were conducted according to an approved conservation plan and complied
with several provisions. In adopting these amendments, Congress emphasized the
importance of “creative partnerships” between the private sector and local, state and
federal agencies for the protection of endangered species and habitat conservation (H.R.
Rep. No. 835, 97th Congress, 2nd Session 31 (Reprinted in 1982 U.S. Code
Congressional and Administrative New s2807, 2831)).

To receive a permit under Section 10, a landowner must develop a habitat conservation
plan (HCP) that meets several criteria. The HCP must specify the impact likely to result
from take, what steps the applicant will take to minimize and mitigate such impacts, and
the funding available to implement such steps. The applicant must have considered
alternative actions and explained why other alternatives are not being pursued, and we
may require additional actions necessary or appropriate for the purposes of the plan.
Before an HCP can be finalized, we must conclude that any take associated with
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implementing the plan will be incidental, that the impact of such take will be minimized,
monitored and mitigated, that the plan is adequately funded, and that the take will not
appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of the species in the wild.
The HCP undergoes environmental analysis under the National Environmental Policy
Act and we conduct a section 7 consultation with ourselves to ensure granting the permit
is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the HCP-covered species or destroy
or adversely modify designated critical habitat.

Because HCPs provide an important, voluntary mechanism to secure conservation of
listed salmon and steelhead on private and state-owned lands, we have since 1994
actively sought to promote the HCP program by developing incentives for landowners.
One of the most important was the “No Surprises” policy, which we adopted in August of
1994 (63 FR 8859, Feb 23, 1998). In this Final Rule, we elaborated on our
understanding of congressional intent and on our view of the value of the HCP program
generally:

Congress thus envisioned and allowed the Federal government to provide
regulatory assurances to non-Federal property owners through the section 10
incidental take permit process. Congress recognized that conservation plans could
provide early protection for many unlisted species and, ideally, prevent
subsequent declines and, in some cases, the need to list covered species.

The Services decided that a clearer policy regarding the assurances provided to
landowners entering into an HCP was needed. This need prompted the
development of the No Surprises policy, which was based on the 1982
Congressional Report language and a decade of working with private landowners
during the development and implementation of HCPs. The Services believed that
non-Federal property owners should be provided economic and regulatory
certainty regarding the overall cost of species conservation and mitigation,
provided that the affected species were adequately covered by a properly
functioning HCP, and the permittee was properly implementing the HCP and
complying with the terms and conditions of the HCP permit in good faith. A
driving concern during the development of the policy was the absence of adequate
incentives for non-Federal landowners to factor endangered species conservation
into their day-to-day land management activities.

63 FR 8859 (Feb. 23, 1998)

Our experience working with private landowners, as described above and in subsequent
implementation of the HCP program, has informed our balancing of benefits of excluding
or including HCP-covered lands in critical habitat designation.

Impacts of designation

The primary effect of critical habitat designation is that it imposes the requirement on
federal agencies to ensure their actions are not likely to destroy or adversely modify the
designated habitat. The impact of designating critical habitat on non-federal lands
covered by an approved HCP or other type of conservation agreement depends upon the
type and extent of federal activities expected to occur in that area in the future. Activities
may be initiated by the landowner, such as when the landowner seeks a permit for bank
armoring, water withdrawal or dredging. Where the area is covered by an HCP, the

3




activity for which a permit is sought may or may not be covered by the HCP. For
example, an HCP covering forestry activities may include provisions governing
construction of roads, but may not include provisions governing bank armoring or
pesticide application. The activity may be initiated by the federal agency without any
landowner involvement, such as when a federal agency is involved in building a road or
bridge, dredging a navigation channel, or applying a pesticide on federal land upstream
of the HCP-covered area.'

The designation of critical habitat may also have impacts that are unrelated to section 7’s
requirements. For example, state or county environmental laws or regulations may
contain provisions that are triggered if a state- or county-regulated activity occurs in
federally-designated critical habitat. Another possibility is that critical habitat
designation could have “stigma” effects, or impacts on the economic value of private
land that are not attributable to any direct restrictions on the use of the land (cite
economics report).

Benefits of designation versus exclusion generally

Landowners often are opposed to a critical habitat designation on their land. We
received numerous comments on the benefits of designation or exclusion of lands
covered by HCPs generally. Several commenters asserted that landowners frequently
view designation of critical habitat as imposing a burden and exclusion from critical
habitat as removing that burden. Many commenters also asserted that excluding lands
covered by HCPs would strengthen the federal-private relationship.” Benefits of
exclusion generally cited in the comments included: avoiding damage to, or enhancing,
the relationship between the HCP partner and our agency; reducing the regulatory burden
imposed by the ESA as well as state and local requirements such as Washington’s State
Environmental Policy and Growth Management Acts; reducing uncertainty associated
with these regulatory requirements; and providing incentives to other landowners to seek
agreements with us for conserving salmon and steelhead.

We also received comments on the benefits of designation or exclusion of particular areas
covered by current HCPs. Most of the comments on particular areas came from entities
with HCPs currently in place or pending completion. Of those, the City of Seattle noted
the benefits of designation and stated that it entered into its HCP not to avoid designation
but “because it is a useful mechanism by which to formulate and implement a
comprehensive, scientifically-based conservation strategy.” This HCP partner “therefore
welcome[d] the designation.”

! In its comments on the proposed rule, one current HCP partner, Hancock Forest Management,
acknowledged that such activities might occur and cited examples of activities potentially taken by
landowners: “rights-of-way or easements across federal lands to access private lands, a U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers 404 permit under the Clean Water Act to build in-water structures, a National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System Permit under the Clean Water Act for a forestry-related point source, to
exchange lands with a federal agency, an incidental take permit under section 10(a)(1)B) of the ESA, or
federal funding to implement land management practices.”

? These commenters included the Hancock Forest Management (which has an HCP, but not within critical
habitat); the Washington Forest Protection Association (representing private commercial timberland owners
in Washington State); biologists with Plum Creek Timber and Chelan Public Utility District (two entities
with HCPs); the Association of Washington Businesses; and the National Association of Homebuilders.
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In contrast, the comments of three landowners with current HCPs provided evidence that
exclusion is likely to enhance our relationship with these landowners, which in turn will
promote our ability to work effectively together to implement the HCP. These three
landowners also expressed the view that exclusion from critical habitat on their lands
would encourage other landowners to seek conservation agreements such as HCPs with
us. They believed that benefits of exclusion are 1) avoiding damage to, and even
enhancing, a relationship that benefits the listed species and 2) encouraging similar
relationships with other landowners (Attachments 2-4). The Washington Department of
Natural Resources comments applied both to its current HCP covering state lands and its
pending application for an HCP that covers all non-federal commercial timber land in
Washington State.

These entities also commented that designation of critical habitat would impose an
unnecessary regulatory burden on the covered lands. Green Diamond Resources
Company felt that exclusion would give the Company greater economic and regulatory
certainty regarding their ESA liability. West Fork Timber Company believed that critical
habitat designation would be duplicative with protections under their existing HCP and a
disincentive for nearby forest landowners to pursue HCPs. Washington Department of
Natural Resources did not directly cite regulatory burdens the State would experience as
a result of designation, but noted “additional regulatory actions by the Federal
government would erode the cooperative nature with landowners who have already
voluntarily entered into a HCP.”

Based on this information, we concluded that some landowners with current HCPs view
exclusion has having benefits to them and to our relationship; that some landowners with
current HCPs do not view exclusion as benefiting them; and that some landowners
contemplating a conservation agreement with us may view our exclusion of current HCPs
as an incentive to seek HCPs on their land. On the evidence before us, therefore, we
could not draw the conclusion that all landowners with HCPs view designation of critical
habitat as interfering with our relationship. We could draw that conclusion only with
respect to the landowners who raised concerns — Washington Department of Natural
Resources, Green Diamond Resources Company, and West Fork Timber Company.
Where an HCP partner has affirmatively requested designation, exclusion is likely to
harm rather than benefit the relationship. Where an HCP partner has remained silent on
the benefit of exclusion of its land, we will not assume that exclusion will enhance the
relationship. Similarly, we do not believe it provides an incentive to other landowners to
seek an HCP if our exclusions are not in response to an expressed landowner preference.

In the discussion below we therefore analyze the benefits of designation versus the
benefits of exclusion only with respect to these three landowners.

Balancing Benefits of Designation against Benefits of Exclusion

In analyzing the benefits of designating these HCP-covered areas, we must consider the
number of stream miles affected and the number and type of federal activities expected to
occur in the area that would likely undergo a section 7 consultation. We must also
consider which federal activities are covered by the HCP and which are not, and the
extent to which a section 7 consultation on that particular activity would result in
beneficial changes to the proposed action over and above what would be obtained under
the HCP.




In analyzing the benefits of excluding these HCP-covered areas, we must consider the
value of the HCP for species conservation and the importance of its ongoing
implementation. We must also consider the extent to which the landowner views
exclusion as enhancing our ongoing partnership. An additional benefit of exclusion may
be that the landowner or a federal agency will avoid economic costs that would result if a
planned activity must be altered to avoid adverse modification of the affected habitat.
Our analysis revealed only minor economic impacts from changes in federal activities
based on section 7 consultations on these three HCP-covered lands. We therefore
considered the economic benefits of exclusion to be slight.

Throughout our analysis in developing recommendations for critical habitat designation,
we have examined the “coextensive” impact of critical habitat designation, that is, “the
entire impact of applying the adverse modification provision of section 7, regardless of
whether the jeopardy provision alone would result in the identical impact” (69 Fed. Reg.
at 74625). We adopted this approach after examining our extensive consultation record
and concluding we could not discern a difference between applying the “jeopardy” and
“adverse modification” provisions of section 7. In keeping with our analysis throughout
the section 4(b)(2) process, if we identify coextensive economic benefits of exclusion in
this analysis, we will note they are to be balanced against a corresponding coextensive
benefit of designation (that is, the benefit of applying the adverse modification
prohibition, as if the jeopardy provision were not available).

Green Diamond Resources Co.

The Green Diamond HCP covers forestry activities on 262,000 acres of land containing
approximately 20 total stream miles of Puget Sound Chinook habitat in two watersheds.
The HCP extends for a term of 50 years and has been in place since 1999. This HCP is
unique in addressing Clean Water Act requirements in addition to ESA conservation
measures. It covers forestry activities including forest road management and timber
harvest actions and ensures they will be conducted in ways that benefit fish habitat.
Important protections include restrictions on timber harvest on unstable slopes and in a
buffer zone along fish-bearing streams. Restricting timber harvest on unstable slopes and
improving road management will reduce the amount of sediment in these streams, to the
benefit of salmon and steelhead habitat. Restricting timber harvest in the riparian zone
will moderate stream temperatures and over time create late successional conditions
along these streams that result in a high level of ecological function of the riparian and
stream habitat to support salmon and steelhead conservation.

Another unique aspect of this HCP is the level of information the landowner had about
conditions across its land. Because of this the HCP contains very specific prescriptions
that are directly tied to conditions (such as channel types) in each area. The intensive and
dynamic nature of the management occurring under this HCP requires us to have regular
ongoing interactions with the landowner. These interactions allow us not only to monitor
the effectiveness of the HCP but also to learn about the effects of applying various
management practices in a forested environment.

To determine the benefits of designating streams within the Green Diamond HCP
boundaries, we considered the number of stream miles, their conservation value, and the
type and number of federal agency actions expected to occur that would likely undergo a
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section 7 consultation. For this HCP, there are approximately 15 stream miles in the
Skokomish watershed rated as having a high conservation value, and 5 stream miles in
the Kennedy-Goldsboro watershed rated as having a low conservation value. Our
analysis predicted there were not likely to be any federal activities affecting these areas
that would undergo a section 7 consultation. (The checkerboard pattern of HCP lands
with the Olympic National Forest, and the Forest’s emphasis on the Skokomish
watershed for sediment remediation and watershed restoration are factors that lead us to
expect several, but not more than 10, section 7 consultations over the next decade.)

The benefit of excluding this area from designation is that it may enhance our
relationship with the landowner and may provide an incentive to other landowners to
seek conservation agreements with us. Green Diamond Resources Co. has indicated that
it views designation as a burden and views exclusion from critical habitat as a reward for
applying conservation measures on its land. This HCP provides important benefits to
listed salmon (as described above) and its ongoing successful implementation will
provide benefits to fish conservation that would otherwise be difficult to obtain on
privately owned forest land. Based on information received during the public comment
period, we conclude that exclusion of critical habitat within the boundaries of this HCP
will enhance our relationship with this HCP partner, and that this enhanced relationship
will likely benefit salmon conservation. Exclusion of these HCP-covered lands may also
serve as an incentive to other landowners to seek conservation agreements with us and
generally benefit our program to promote voluntary conservation agreements on non-
federal lands.

Based on the foregoing analysis, I conclude that the benefits of excluding the stream
miles within the boundaries of the Green Diamond Resources HCP outweigh the benefits
of designating those lands because:
e The landowner views exclusion as beneficial to our ongoing relationship
e The successful future implementation of this HCP depends in part upon our
relationship with the landowner
e This particular HCP results in management actions that are beneficial to
conservation of the listed species in a manner that is not available through section
7 consultation
e Our analysis shows few federal activities likely to occur in this area, thus
reducing the benefit of designation
e Implementation of this HCP, and our participation in its implementation in
partnership with the landowner, allows us to learn more about the relationship
between management activities and habitat conditions, and the relationship
between habitat conditions and salmon and steelhead conservation
e Excluding this area is likely to have offsetting conservation benefits for all of the
listed ESUs by providing incentives to other landowners to seek voluntary
conservation agreements with us; and
e Excluding this area is likely to have benefits generally for our policy of
promoting voluntary conservation agreements on non-federal lands.

Further analysis is necessary to determine whether excluding these lands will result in

extinction of any of the ESUs, after taking into consideration the conservation needs of
the ESUs and any other potential exclusions being considered for military areas.
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West Fork Timber Co.

The West Fork Timber HCP covers forestry activities on 49,000 acres of land containing
less than one stream mile of lower Columbia River Chinook habitat in one watershed and
approximately 15 miles of lower Columbia River steelhead habitat in two watersheds.
The HCP extends for a term of 100 years and has been in place since 1995. This was the
first multi-species timber HCP developed and also the first to require assistance and
approval by both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NMFS. The HCP provides for
leaving at least 10 percent of the Company’s tree farm in non-harvest reserves for the
next 100 years. The reserves will take the form of riparian buffers averaging at least 100
feet on each side of all fish-bearing streams, for at least 50 feet along the lowest 1,000
feet of perennial non-fish streams, and where necessary for protection of potentially
unstable slopes. Important protections provided by the HCP include restrictions on
timber harvest on unstable slopes, non-harvest reserves for least 10 percent of the
Company’s tree farm for the next 100 years, and riparian buffers averaging at least 100
feet on each side of all fish-bearing streams. Restricting timber harvest on unstable
slopes and improving road management will reduce the amount of sediment delivered to
these streams, to the benefit of salmon and steelhead habitat. Restricting timber harvest
in the riparian zone is already proving effective at moderating stream temperatures and
effects of debris flows and over time will create late successional conditions along these
streams that result in a high level of ecological function of the riparian and stream habitat
to support salmon and steelhead conservation.

West Fork Timber has conducted watershed analyses for the HCP area and management
prescriptions resulting from this process will result in less erosion into fish streams and
improve long-term conditions of riparian areas. The HCP also includes stream and
wetland surveys, restoration activities, and monitoring to verify and validate the
effectiveness of the HCP conservation measures. The landowner has conducted a routine
5-yr review of watershed analyses for this HCP and has discussed results of the first 5
years of effectiveness-monitoring with NMFS and with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. These interactions allow us not only to monitor the effectiveness of the HCP but
also to learn about the effects of applying various management practices in a forested
environment.

To determine the benefits of designating streams within the West Fork Timber HCP
boundaries, we considered the number of stream miles, their conservation value, and the
type and number of federal agency actions expected to occur that would likely undergo a
section 7 consultation. For this HCP, there are two watersheds with habitat areas under
consideration as critical habitat. The Tilton River watershed was rated as having a
medium conservation value and the HCP lands within it overlap with approximately 15
stream miles occupied by lower Columbia steelhead and less than one mile occupied by
lower Columbia River Chinook salmon. The Cowlitz Valley Frontal watershed was rated
as having a high conservation value and HCP lands overlap with less than one stream
mile occupied by lower Columbia steelhead (and none for Chinook). Our analysis
predicted there were not likely to be any federal activities affecting these areas that would
undergo a section 7 consultation. The entire HCP area is undeveloped and managed only
for industrial timber production.

The benefit of excluding this area from designation is that it may enhance our
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relationship with the landowner and may provide an incentive to other landowners to
seek conservation agreements with us. West Fork Timber Company has indicated that it
views designation as unnecessary and unwarranted on its land. This HCP provides
important benefits to listed salmon (as described above) and its ongoing successful
implementation will provide benefits to fish conservation. Based on information
received during the public comment period, we conclude that exclusion of critical habitat
within the boundaries of this HCP will enhance our relationship with this HCP partner,
and that this enhanced relationship will likely benefit salmon conservation. Exclusion of
these HCP-covered lands may also serve as an incentive to other landowners to seek
conservation agreements with us and generally benefit our program to promote voluntary
conservation agreements on non-federal lands.

Based on the foregoing analysis, I conclude that the benefits of excluding the stream
miles within the boundaries of the West Fork Timber Company’s HCP outweigh the
benefits of designating those lands because:
e The landowner views exclusion as beneficial to our ongoing relationship
e The successful future implementation of this HCP depends in part upon our
relationship with the landowner
e This particular HCP results in management actions that are beneficial to
conservation of the listed species in a manner that is not available through section
7 consultation
e Our analysis shows no federal activities likely to occur in this area, thus reducing
the benefit of designation
e Implementation of this HCP, and our participation in its implementation in
partnership with the landowner, allows us to learn more about the relationship
between management activities and habitat conditions, and the relationship
between habitat conditions and salmon and steelhead conservation; and
e Excluding this area is likely to have benefits generally for our policy of
promoting voluntary conservation agreements on non-federal lands.

Further analysis is necessary to determine whether excluding these lands will result in
extinction of any of the ESUSs, after taking into consideration the conservation needs of
the ESUs and any other potential exclusions being considered for military areas.

Washington Department of Natural Resources

The Washington Department of Natural Resources HCP covers forestry activities on over
one million acres of land in 52 watersheds scattered across western Washington State.
Collectively the areas contain 129 stream miles occupied by the following listed ESUs:
Puget Sound Chinook, Hood Canal summer-run chum, Ozette Lake sockeye, Columbia
chum, Lower Columbia Chinook, steelhead and coho. The HCP extends for a term of 70
years and has been in place since 1997. It covers forestry activities including forest road
management and timber harvest actions and ensures they will be conducted in ways that
benefit fish habitat. Important protections include restrictions on timber harvest on
unstable slopes and in a buffer zone along fish-bearing streams. Restricting timber
harvest on unstable slopes and improving road management will reduce the amount of
sediment in these streams, to the benefit of salmon and steelhead habitat. Restricting
timber harvest in the riparian zone will moderate stream temperatures and over time
create late successional conditions along these streams that result in a high level of
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ecological function of the riparian and stream habitat to support salmon and steelhead
conservation.

In contrast to the Green Diamond Resources HCP, which covers a relatively small area
about which the landowner has a great deal of information, the HCP with Washington
covers a very large and scattered area and less information is available. For this reason,
the HCP has more general and more restrictive provisions for timber management
practices. Because of this, and because of the extensive nature of the management
occurring under this HCP, we have regular ongoing interactions with the landowner.
These interactions allow us not only to monitor the effectiveness of the HCP but also to
learn about the effects of applying various management practices in a forested
environment.

To determine the benefits of designating streams within the Washington Department of
Natural Resources HCP boundaries, we considered the number of stream miles, their
conservation value, and the type and number of federal agency actions expected to occur
that would likely undergo a section 7 consultation. Table 2 shows the habitat that would
be affected by a designation on HCP lands (note that some HCP lands overlap with
multiple ESUs) and Table 3 shows the types of federal activities in that area likely to
undergo section 7 consultation.
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Table 2: Number of stream miles and nearshore miles of habitat intersecting
with Washington Department of Natural Resources lands.

Stream miles HCP lands
ESU and' overlapping with HCP | overlap as %
Occupied Miles lands of total stream
(Occupied stream miles) . Conservation Value mlle,s
High Med Low occupied
1. Puget Sound Chinook Salmon (2,216) 55 23 3.5%
2. Lower Columbia River Chinook Salmon (1,655) 87 75 10%
3. Hood Canal Summer-run Chum Salmon (88) 4 1 6%
4. Columbia River Chum Salmon (715) 4 <1%
5. Ozette Lake Sockeye Salmon (40) 2 5%
6. Lower Columbia River Steelhead (2,673) 83 26 4%

Table 3. Number and type of federal activities likely to occur on HCP lands within
critical habitat of each ESU.
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1. Puget Sound Chinook Salmon 2 15 2 21 4
2. Lower Columbia River Chinook 5
Salmon
3. Hood Canal Summer-run Chum
Salmon
4. Columbia River Chum Salmon 5
5. Ozette Lake Sockeye Salmon
6. Lower Columbia River Steelhead 5

The benefit of excluding this area from designation is that it will enhance our relationship

with the landowner and may provide an incentive to other landowners to seek

conservation agreements with us. The Washington Department of Natural Resources has

indicated that it views designation as a burden and views exclusion from critical habitat
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as a reward for applying conservation measures on its land. This HCP provides
important benefits to listed salmon (as described above) and its ongoing successful
implementation will provide benefits to fish conservation that would otherwise be
difficult to obtain on non-federal forest land. Based on information received during the
public comment period, we conclude that exclusion of critical habitat within the
boundaries of this HCP will enhance our relationship with this HCP partner, and that this
enhanced relationship will benefit salmon conservation. Exclusion of these HCP-covered
lands may also serve as an incentive to other landowners to seek conservation agreements
with us and generally benefit our program to promote voluntary conservation agreements
on non-federal lands.

Based on the foregoing analysis, I conclude that the benefits of excluding the stream
miles within the boundaries of the Washington Department of Natural Resources HCP
outweigh the benefits of designating those lands because:

e The landowner views exclusion as beneficial to our ongoing relationship

e The successful future implementation of this HCP depends in part upon our
relationship with the landowner

e This particular HCP results in management actions that are beneficial to
conservation of the listed species in a manner that is not available through section
7 consultation

e There are very few federal activities predicted to occur in these areas that are
likely to undergo section 7 consultation (five or fewer per year, with the exception
of Puget Sound Chinook salmon)

e Implementation of this HCP, and our participation in its implementation in
partnership with the landowner, allows us to learn more about the relationship
between management activities and habitat conditions, and the relationship
between habitat conditions and salmon and steelhead conservation

e Excluding this area is likely to have offsetting conservation benefits for all of the
listed ESUs by providing incentives to other landowners to seek voluntary
conservation agreements with us; and

e Excluding this area is likely to have benefits generally for our policy of
promoting voluntary conservation agreements on non-federal lands.

Further analysis is necessary to determine whether excluding these lands will result in
extinction of any of the ESUSs, after taking into consideration the conservation needs of
the ESUs and any other potential exclusions being considered for military areas.

Attachments:

(la&b) Maps showing overlap of salmon and steelhead habitat areas with HCP lands of
Washington Department of Natural Resources, Green Diamond Timber Company, and
West Fork Timber Company

(2) Comments of Washington Department of Natural Resources

(3) Comments of Green Diamond Timber Company

(4) Comments of West Fork Timber Company

12



Attachment 1a

“w )] [/

Puget Sound HCP Areas

Legend

Puget Sound Chinook
Hood Canal Summer Chum
Ozette Lake Sockeye

WA DNR HCP lands (west of Cascades)
Simpson / Green Diamond HCP
(_ ) State Boundary

~ N
g
%
‘;\
L\
A~
'. (Y ‘
\
)
)
o
s
/
&(11. 0 5 10 20 30 40
p \ O m— \Viles




Attachment 1b

YT

Lower Columbia River HCP Areas

7%

Legend

—— L. Columbia Chinook
L. Columbia Steelhead
Columbia R. Chum
WA DNR HCP lands (west of Cascades)
Simpson / Green Diamond HCP
e West Fork Timber HCP
(] State Boundary




Attachment 2

Q’ WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF DOUG SUTHERLAND
Natu I'a I ReSOU I'CES Commissioner of Public Lands

March 4, 2005

Chief

Protected Resources Division
NOAA Fisheries

525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 500
Portland, OR, 972322737

Docket No. 030716175-4327-03; LD. No. 070303 A
RIN No. 0648-AQ77

Dear Sir or Madam:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) Fisheries’ proposed rules for Endangered and Threatened Species Designation of Critical
Habitat for 13 Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUs) of Pacific Salmon (Oncorhynchus spp.) and
Steelhead (O. mykiss) in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho as presented in the Federal Register, 1.D. No.
070303A.

Pursuant to the NOAA Fisheries’ request for comment, the Washington Department of Natural Resources
(WDNR) requests an exclusion from critical habitat designation for lands covered by existing Habitat
Conservation Plans (HCPs).

As stated in the proposed rule, Section 3 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) defines critical habitat as
those habitats “(5)(4)(i) ...within the geographical area occupied by the species, ... on which are found
those physical or biological features (I} essential to the conservation of the species and (II) which may
require special management considerations or protection; ... .” Existing management protections
currently in place on forestlands covered under the WDNR State Lands HCP exceed the level of
protection that would occur under critical habitat designations, making “additional special management
considerations or protection” for salmonid habitat unnecessary. The proposed rule also states “... in
recent years the Federal government and many non-federal landowners have adopted many changes in
land and water management practices that are contributing significantly to protecting and restoring
habitat for listed species... the need for designating such areas as critical habitat is diminished
correspondingly.” WDNR strongly concurs with this statement, and submits that HCPs are likely the
best form of voluntary special management consideration or protection for listed species on non-federal
lands. NOAA would not likely secure additional conservation benefit for listed species by designating
critical habitat on HCP lands. In fact, designating critical habitat on HCP lands - which have already
undergone extensive environmental review and section 7 consultation - could have the unintended
consequence of damaging cooperative relationships that have been established with landowners who have
already entered into an HCP or who may be considering doing so.
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Chief, Protected Resources Division
March 4, 2005
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WDNR’s request is consistent with the findings of the Department of the Interior’s U. S. Fish and
wildlife Service (USFWS) for Designation of Critical Habitat for the Klamath River and Columbia River
Populations of Bull Trout (50 CFR Part 17 in Federal Register Vol. 69, No 193). In the case of bull trout
in the Klamath and Columbia Rivers, the USFWS eéxcluded critical habitat designations for lands covered
by an existing HCP “... providing that HCP specifically and adequately covers species for which critical
habitat has been designated.” The USFWS determined they “...anticipate little additional regulatory
benefits from including these areas in critical habitat beyond what is already provided by the existing
section 7 nexus..."”

WDNR’s enclosed comments describe the benefits of existing HCPs, in particular the WDNR State Lands
HCP, which is currently the largest HCP in the state. As is the case for most federally approved HCPs,
the section 7 consultation process for the State Lands HCP was much more extensive than the section 7
consultation process resulting from critical habitat designation. Additionally, the WDNR State Lands
HCP includes voluntary restoration efforts in the form of a Riparian Forest Restoration Strategy, which
would not be required under a critical habitat designation.

As you may know, the Services have released for public comment a draft HCP and draft environmental
impact statement (EIS) covering the Washington Forest Practices Regulatory Program. The EIS has been
prepared by the Services, which analyzes the environmental effects of the draft Forest Practices HCP.

The Aquatic Resources Division of WDNR has also begun development of an HCP for activities on state-
owned aquatic lands as well as management of the wild geoduck fishery and state-owned geoduck habitat.
We would expect that lands covered under future approved HCPs would also be excluded from critical
habitat designation upon receipt of incidental take permits (ITPs) and executed Implementation
Agreements (IAs). Enclosed, please find WDNR’s detailed comments specific to this request for
exclusion.

As described further in the enclosed comments, the benefits of excluding HCP lands from critical habitat
designations far exceed the benefits of including these lands. Therefore, WDNR requests that NOAA
Fisheries exclude these areas from final critical habitat designations.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the proposed rule.

Sincerely,
Do

Commigsioner of Public Lands

Enclosure

C Pat McElroy, Executive Director of Regulatory Programs
Fran McNair, Aquatics Steward
Bruce Mackey, Lands Steward
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WDNR Enclosure — Detailed Comments

The following comments provide details pertaining to WDNR'’s letter dated March 14, 2005
regarding Docket No. 030716175-4327-03; LD. No. 070303A. The benefits of excluding HCP
lands from critical habitat designations far exceed the benefits of including these lands.
Therefore, WDNR requests that NOAA Fisheries exclude these areas from final critical habitat
designations. WDNR’s justification for this request is outlined below.

Benefits of Excluding Lands Covered by Habitat Conservation Plans

Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) authorizes NOAA Fisheries to issue
non-Federal entities a permit for the incidental take of endangered and threatened species. This
permit allows a non-Federal landowner to proceed with an activity that is legal in all other
respects, but that may result in the incidental taking of a listed species. The ESA specifies that an
application for an incidental take permit must be accompanied by a conservation plan, and
specifies the content of such a plan. The purpose of such an HCP is to describe and ensure that
the effects of the permitted action on covered species are adequately minimized and mitigated,
and that the action does not appreciably reduce the survival and recovery of the species.
However, as an added benefit of HCPs, many landowners voluntarily contribute to habitat
restoration efforts, which is not required under the ESA. Therefore, for lands covered by
federally approved HCPs, existing management protections are sufficient to conserve both
threatened and endangered species. Thus special management considerations or protection in the
form of critical habitat designations are not required to preserve physical or biological features
essential to the conservation of the species in these areas.

Within Washington State, there are currently eight approved Habitat Conservation Plans
covering aquatic species, including the WDNR State Lands HCP. There are also several HCPs
in development, including the Forest Practices HCP, which cover, among others, salmonid
species. Through ESA Section 10(a)(1)(B), HCP covered lands are evaluated to determine
whether the HCP (1) provides a conservation benefit to the species; (2) provides assurances that
the management plans will be implemented; and (3) provides assurances the plans will be
effective. Approved and permitted HCPs are designed to ensure the long-term survival of
covered species within the plan area. Where there is an approved HCP, any area that would
otherwise be proposed for critical habitat designation for the covered species would normally be
protected through the terms of the HCP and the accompanying implementation agreements (IAs).

Further, as stated by the USFWS in their rule for critical habitat for bull trout, additional
regulatory actions by the Federal government would erode the cooperative nature with
landowners who have already voluntarily entered into a HCP. The USFWS stated that critical
habitat designations “... could impact the trust and spirit of cooperation that has been
established over the last several years” with the State of Washington and private landowners to
where “... Federal regulation through designation of critical habitat would be viewed as an
unwarranted and unwanted intrusion.” WDNR agrees with the determinations made by the
USFWS and requests NOAA Fisheries consider these circumstances when designating critical
habitat for 13 ESUSs of Pacific Salmon and Steelhead.
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WDNR State Lands HCP

WDNR State Lands has a multi-species HCP, which is one of the most comprehensive in the
nation. It is currently the largest approved HCP in Washington State covering approximately 1.6
million acres of state trust land, or all WDNR-managed forestlands within the range of the
northern spotted owl, This includes approximately 7 percent of all forestland in Washington,
including all state forestland west of the Cascade Range, as well as some state forestlands on the
eastern slopes of the Cascade Range. Aquatic species are not covered under the WDNR State
Lands HCP on approximately 228,000 acres of state land on the east side of the Cascade Crest.
Forest management activities on WDNR lands in eastern Washington follow the current Forests
Practices Act and rules as they pertain to aquatic resources protection.

The WDNR State Lands HCP is the culmination of lengthy and in depth negotiations with the
Services. During the HCP process, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was completed
which provided detailed analysis of the potential environmental effects of the HCP, including the
effects on listed species. A Biological Opinion (BO) was completed by the Services in 1997,
which provided additional analysis of the effects of the HCP on listed species. The USFWS
‘amended the original BO in 1999 to include an incidental take statement for Columbia River
Basin bull trout. NOAA Fisheries also amended the BO in 1999 to include incidental take
statements for Lower Columbia River steelhead, Lower Columbia River and Puget Sound
Chinook, Hood Canal summer run and Columbia River chum and Ozette Lake sockeye. Both
Services determined that if management activities were conducted as described in the WDNR
State Lands HCP, and in compliance with the IA, expected incidental take would be adequately
minimized and mitigated. Further, the Services found that implementing the HCP would not
appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival or recovery of the listed Distinct Population
Segments (DPSs) or Evolutionary Significant Units (ESUs).

The activities covered under the WDNR State Lands HCP include, but are not limited to, forest
practices, forest product sales, sale and harvest of other valuable materials, licenses, permits,
leases, rights-of-way, and public use. Per the IA, WDNR has incorporated all relevant
commitments of the HCP into timber and non-timber resource activities executed on or after
January 1, 1999. These management activities, as well as the minimization and mitigation
strategies of the HCP, were analyzed in the EIS and the subsequent BO. Therefore, all WDNR
authorized management activities occurring on state forestland that could affect listed species or
their habitat have been considered and analyzed through the HCP process.

Other activities occurring on state forestlands, having a federal nexus and which could
potentially affect listed species or their habitats are rare, and would undergo a section 7
consultation regardless of designated critical habitat. These activities would not be associated
with the State Lands HCP, rather may be associated with land in holdings managed by the
Federal or tribal governments or private owners.

Given that the section 7 consultation on the State Lands HCP activities was much more extensive
than section 7 consultation that would result of designating critical habitat, NOAA Fisheries
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should exclude lands covered under the WDNR State Lands HCP from designation. While the
benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits of inclusion primarily from a non-economic
standpoint - the opportunity to streamline regulatory compliance and confirm regulatory
assurances for HCP participants; the continued ability to seek new partnerships and implement
more protective conservation for nonfederal actions that may not be accomplished otherwise; and
setting the stage for more collaborative conservation actions in the future, - these benefits are
nonetheless very important to HCP participants and should be to NOAA Fisheries as well.

The second criterion for designating critical habitat - specific areas that may require special
management consideration or protection - is addressed by the fact that the approved HCP is in
place. NOAA Fisheries would not be able to secure nearly as effective conservation actions, or
special management protection, through section 7 consultations alone and should acknowledge
the important contribution the WDNR State Lands HCP makes to species conservation. It is
inconsistent for NOAA Fisheries to approve an HCP and then follow with a critical habitat
designation for the same area.

The WDNR State Lands HCP also includes a Riparian Forest Restoration Strategy component.
The main objective of this strategy is to restore riparian management zone function. Restoration
work will be done primarily through thinning to reduce relative stand density and shorten the
amount of time necessary for riparian forests to achieve full function. Hardwood conversions
will also occur where alder stands will be replaced with conifers. These restoration efforts
provide increased shade, large woody debris recruitment and ultimately restored habitat for
salmonids, and go beyond what is required under the ESA or what could be achieved through
critical habitat designation.

The development and implementation of HCPs provides important conservation benefits.
Besides those listed above, other benefits include the development of biclogical information to
guide conservation efforts and assist in species recovery, and the creation of innovative solutions
to conserve species while also allowing for otherwise lawful activities.

Proposed Forest Practices HCP

In July 2001, the Washington Forest Practices Board adopted sweeping changes to the rules
governing forest practices activities on over 9 million acres of forestlands in the state. The
changes, directed by the state legislature as part of the Forests and Fish Law, originally appeared
as recommendations in the 1999 Forests and Fish Report (FFR) and are commonly refetred to as
the “Forests and Fish Rules.” The FFR reflected a multi-stakeholder effort to improve forest
practices and the protection of aquatic and riparian habitat on forestlands regulated under the
state’s Forest Practices Act and rules. The authors of the FFR include Federal agencies
(USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and EPA), state agencies (Washington State Goveror’s Office,
WDNR, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Washington Department of Ecology)
Washington counties, forest landowners, and Indian tribes.

The FFR was developed in response to listings of several stocks of Pacific salmon under the
ESA, as well as the continued listing of surface waters on the Federal Clean Water Act 303(d)
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list. To address these issues, the FFR recommended modifying existing forest practices statutes
and rules related to: the protection of riparian areas, unstable slopes, and wetlands; the
construction, maintenance, and abandonment of forest roads; the application of forest chemicals;
and the implementation of watershed analysis. The report also recommended creating and
implementing a collaborative, multi-million dollar adaptive management program. The Forests
and Fish Emergency Rules went into effect in April 2000, and permanent rules became effective
in July 2001. The revised Forest Practices rules apply to forestlands so long as harvested land
will be replanted and remain in forestry.

The Forest Practices rules include riparian management zones (RMZs) on fish-bearing streams
designed to recruit the majority of large wood, which potentially could be recruited from these
riparian areas. Because recruitment of large wood requires buffer widths greater than that needed
to address many other riparian functions, these buffers also address the riparian functions of bank
stability, shade, nutrient input, and sediment filtering. Riparian buffers on fish-bearing streams
likely account for half of the wood delivered to such streams. The remainder of large wood in
these streams depends on episodic and catastrophic events for transport from upstreamn and
upslope areas. Riparian buffers for perennial streams above fish-bearing streams include a buffer
at the confluence with fish-bearing streams and additional buffers covering at least 50 percent of
the perennial non-fish bearing stream length. Buffers on perennial non-fish-bearing streams
protect sensitive reaches and sites, such as headwall and side-slope seeps, and are designed to
maintain stream temperatures required by listed salmonid species. The Forest Practices rules also
include a strategy for maintaining cooler water temperatures - the bull trout temperatu.re overlay -
in streams located in the hotter, dryer portions of Washington east of the Cascade crest.!

Slope stability and the ability to harvest timber and construct roads on unstable slopes are also
addressed through the Forest Practices rules. The rules identify specific types of landforms that
may be susceptible to mass wasting. Forest practices applications in these areas are designated
as Class IV Special and are subject to State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review.
Applicants must submit a SEPA Checklist along with the Forest Practices Application. In the
case of unstable landforms, the checklist contains a detailed listing of potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed activity. After reviewing the proposal, consulting with
other affected agencies and tribes, and considering comments received from other interested
parties through the SEPA review process, DNR issues a decision under the SEPA commonly
known as a “threshold determination.” If DNR determines the proposed activities are likely to
have a probable significant adverse impact, a “determination of significance” is issued and the
applicant must prepare an EIS in accordance with SEPA requirements. If DNR determines the
adverse impacts identified in the EIS are significant and reasonable measures are insufficient to
mitigate the impacts, the forest practices application is denied. If DNR determines the proposed
activities are not likely to have a probable significant adverse impact, a “determination of non-

! The WDNR has developed a draft HCP that is currently out for public comment, which covers the Washington
Forest Practices Program and rules. The USFWS and NOAA Fisheries have prepared a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement discussing potential environmental impacts of the HCP. The Draft EIS is also currently out for public
comment,
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significance” is issued and the forest practices application is approved. In many cases, DNR’s
approval of a forest practices application contains “conditions” or additional requirements with
which the applicant must comply. The conditions usually include protection measures that must
be implemented to mitigate impacts associated with the proposal.

Road construction and maintenance is also a large part of unstable slopes regulation, requiring
corrective measures to address existing problems and specific standards for new road
construction. The Forest Practices rules specify nine goals for existing and new forest roads to
provide for fish passage, avoid degradation of water quality and riparian habitat, prevent mass
wasting, and minimize the delivery of sediment and surface runoff to all waters bodies. To
address these goals, the Forest Practices rules require large forest landowners to prepare road
maintenance and abandonment plans that are specifically intended to repair and/or maintain fish
passage, reduce sediment-laden road drainage, reduce potential mass wasting of roads, and
improve hydrologic continuity. Large forest landowners are required to submit their plans by
December 2005 and upgrades to their road networks consistent with these plans must be
completed by 2016. Small forest landowners’ are also responsible for road maintenance and
must submit road maintenance and abandonment checklists for each forest practices application.

The Forest Practices rules apply to all forestlands regulated by the Forest Practices Act and rules
equally; critical habitat features, or PCEs, do not have to exist in order for protections to be in
place. All streams identified as salmon bearing are offered the same protections, regardless of
the presence of salmon or PCEs at the time of the management activity. Harvest and
management restrictions along salmon bearing streams, even those streams without currently
existing PCEs, allow forest stands in these areas to mature over time, potentially allowing them
to reach a more fully functional stage. In this way, the Forest Practices rules offer protection of
existing habitat features, and ultimately restore more functional habitat over time.

The permanent Forest Practices rules consistent with the FFR have been faithfully implemented
since July 2001, and are monitored by the WDNR to ensure compliance by landowners and
operators. Additionally, a cooperative adaptive management program was created to engage in
research and monitoring to provide science-based recommendations to assist the Forest Practices
Board in determining if and when it is necessary or advisable to adjust rules and guidance for
protection of aquatic resources. NOAA Fisheries staff participates in the adaptive management
program through the Cooperative Monitoring Evaluation and Research Committee and through
the Forests and Fish Policy Committee. NOAA Fisheries staff provides technical and policy
input by assisting in prioritizing research and monitoring projects, developing scientifically
sound approaches to carrying out research and monitoring, interpreting findings, and formulating
recommendations that are forwarded to the Forest Practices Board for consideration.

Currently, WDNR is applying to the Services for incidental take permits for the Forest Practices
Program and rules. NOAA Fisheries has developed a draft Environmental Impact Statement

% For purposes of completing road maintenance and abandonment plans, small forest landowners are defined in
WAC 222-24-051 as landowners with less than 500 acres of forest land in any given WDNR region.
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(EIS) under NEPA for the proposed Forest Practices HCP, which analyzes environmental effects
by considering the impacts to not only fish and wildlife, but also on non-wildlife resources such
as water quality, air quality, and cultural resources. NOAA Fisheries will also draft a Biological
Opinion (BO), as the Services did for the WDNR State Lands HCP, for the proposed action of
issuing an incidental take permit. The BO will provide additional environmental effects analysis
regarding implementation of the proposed Forest Practices HCP.

Summary

In summary, WDNR requests an exclusion from critical habitat designation for approved HCPS,
specifically the Washington forestlands covered by the State Lands HCP. Stringent management
efforts on behalf of the State of Washington offer suitable protection of salmonids and salmonid
habitats making special management considerations or protection from federal law unnecessary.
The State Lands HCP has already undergone extensive environmental review and section 7
consultation. As described above, the benefits of excluding these lands from critical habitat
designation far outweigh the benefits of inclusion.

In addition, we request NOAA exclude from critical habitat designation, any lands or activities
falling under coverage of future HCPs that may be implemented by WDNR. This exclusion
would obviously take affect upon receipt of ITPs and a signed IA. We hope NOAA will
seriously consider the many benefits of excluding HCP lands from critical habitat designation
and honor our request.
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Chief, NMFS, Protected Resources Division e (CNAL 2
525 NE Oregon Street, Suite 500
Portland, OR 97232-2737

Re: Docket Number 030716175-4327-03 and RIN number 0648-AQ77
Comments on Proposed Critical Habitat Designations for 13 Evolutionary Significant Units (ESUs)
of Pacific Salmon and Steelhead in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho.

Dear Chief:

The Green Diamond Resource Company (GDRCo) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
proposed critical habitat designations for 13 Evolutionary Significant Units (ESUs) of Pacific salmon and
steelhead in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho. GDRCo is a family-owned company with a 115 year history
of timberland ownership. The fifth generation of family members is now providing the leadership for the
careful stewardship of the company’s 870,000 plus acres of highly productive timberland that are located
along the coastal regions of Washington, Oregon and California.

The company has a long history of protecting wildlife, water quality and aquatic resources on its forested
lands. Green Diamond Resource Company was the first private company to develop a Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) for the Northern Spotted Owl. The HCP was approved by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) in September of 1992, and covers over 450,000 acres of the company’s
ownership in northern California. More recently, the company signed a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)
in October of 2000 that provides protection for water quality and listed and unlisted fish, aquatic, and
wildlife species. The HCP covers approximately 262,000 acres of the company’s ownership in
Washington State. GDRCo is also actively seeking federal approval from the USFWS and NOAA
Fisheries on an aquatic HCP for the company’s timberlands in California.

Because of GDRCo’s extensive experience in habitat management under the Endangered Species Act, we
have followed closely the evolution of the Act and its implementing regulations. We recognize that the
proposed critical habitat designations currently under review are the result of tremendous effort by NOAA
Fisheries to correct past deficiencies in critical habitat that were identified in litigation and resolved by
NOAA Fisheries’ agreement to remand and reformulate the designations. It is our overall impression that
NOAA Fisheries’ new approach to critical habitat designation greatly improves on previous regulations
by using more rigorous biological and economic methods, and by maintaining fidelity to the language and
intent of the ESA.

Designation of Areas Essential for Conservation of the Species.

We applaud NOAA Fisheries for focusing the proposed designation on only those areas that are essential
for the conservation of listed species and in need of special management. We note that the proposed
designations have appropriately emphasized the identification of occupied habitat and the presence of
primary constituent elements of habitat in those areas. We further note that NOAA Fisheries has greatly
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improved its precision in defining designated areas by mapping stream reaches proposed for designation.
Rather than simply describing critical habitat as accessible areas within entire river basins, the proposed
designation now allows regulated interests and federal agencies to understand where critical habitat is
located.

NOAA Fisheries has also appropriately eliminated prior ambiguity where riparian areas of unspecified
dimensions were once designated. The use of the ordinary high water line and bank-width boundaries on
rivers and streams will greatly improve the efficiency and effectiveness of consultation on critical habitat
effects.

Finally, we congratulate NOAA Fisheries biologists for assessing the relative conservation contributions
of various basins and sub basins within each Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU). This approach is
consistent with the reality that not all habitat is of equal significance and value in the conservation of a
listed species. The effort to differentiate and prioritize habitat will be repaid by the ability to target
conservation resources and habitat protection in areas where the species will benefit most.

Meaningful Use of the Exclusion Process.

In this proposed designation, NOAA Fisheries has also made tremendous improvements in its use of the
exclusion process mandated by the ESA. NOAA Fisheries has broad discretion to weigh the benefits of
designation against the benefits of withholding designation for certain areas, but the exercise of that
discretion must be informed. The exclusion process is far more useful now that NOAA Fisheries has
made a qualitative differentiation between habitat areas coupled with a quantitative assessment of
economic impacts associated with added critical habitat protection. NOAA Fisheries is now able to
approach the critical habitat designation process in a manner that achieves the biological and legal
mandate, protection of habitat essential for the conservation of the species, but does so in a cost-effective
manner. Rather than designate all habitat everywhere without regard for economic impact or cost, NOAA
has attempted to protect the best habitat while avoiding inessential adverse economic impacts. In the final
designation, we urge NOAA Fisheries to adopt the proposed exclusions of units 14 and 17 for Puget
Sound Chinook, where habitat conservation priorities are low and economic impacts are high. We also
urge NOAA Fisheries to exclude the entire Oregon Coastal Coho ESU from designation as the species is
no longer listed as threatened and the proposed relisting of the species is unwarranted. We note that
NOAA is considering such an exclusion because of the healthy status of the species. In fact, the Oregon
Coastal Coho ESU is not at risk of extinction, and it will remain a viable species under current
management and habitat protection without listing and critical habitat designation.

NOAA'’s focus on a balancing of biological benefits against economic costs is an appropriate use of its
exclusion discretion. NOAA has correctly refrained from adding speculative economic benefits of habitat
designation into this balancing function. There is no need for NOAA to engage in the controversial and
costly process of estimating economic benefits of habitat protection because the ESA requires that the
designation be based only on biological benefits — the conservation of the species. Areas should not be
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included in a critical habitat designation to confer economic benefits on selected interests at a great cost to
others.

Recognition that Special Management Measures Are Already Provided.

The exclusion process for the proposed designations has also been improved by NOAA Fisheries’
consideration of other non-economic benefits of excluding habitat from designation. Section 4(b)(2) of
the ESA allows NOAA Fisheries broad discretion to exclude any area from critical habitat designation
where the benefits of exclusion outweigh the benefits of designation, provided the exclusion will not
jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species. 16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(2); 50 CFR. §424.19. For
example, the USFWS has typically excluded from designation areas that are specially managed under
ESA-approved conservation plans such as habitat conservation plans (HCPs) and Safe Harbor
Agreements approved under Section 10 of the ESA. The USFWS has long stated that in most instances
the benefits of excluding areas covered by such plans will outweigh the benefits of including them. See,
e.g., Final Rule Designating Critical Habitat for the California tiger salamander, 69 Fed. Reg. 68568,
68593 (Nov. 24, 2004) (excluding privately-owned areas already managed on a cooperative, voluntary
basis for conservation of the species); Final Rule Designating Critical Habitat for the Quino checkerspot
butterfly, 67 F.R. 18356, 18367-369 (April 15, 2002) (excluding areas managed under HCPs because the
benefits of exclusion outweigh the small or non-existent benefits of inclusion).

NOAA Fisheries should join the USFWS in recognizing that special management tools such as HCPs
typically provide equal or greater conservation benefits than future section 7 consultations. HCPs, for
example, assure the long term protection and management of a covered species and its habitat, and
funding for such management. Further, HCPs apply conservation management to nonfederal actions that
would otherwise be excluded from section 7 consultation because they rarely require federal authorization
or involvement. However, in those instances where there is a federal nexus with nonfederal activity,
inclusion of HCP areas in critical habitat would create a disincentive for landowners to develop long-term
conservation plans and similar voluntary efforts to go beyond minimum compliance with ESA section 9.
See, e.g., Final Rule Designating Critical Habitat for the California tiger salamander, 69 Fed. Reg. at
68593 (recognizing inclusion of areas already managed for conservation of the species would provide
disincentives for similar efforts in the future).

GDRCo urges NOAA Fisheries to follow the practice of excluding areas that are subject to existing and
future approved HCPs, agreements, permits, and other forms of conservation commitments. It is our firm
conviction that the areas covered by the current forest practices rules in Oregon and Washington along
with the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds, the Washington Forests and Fish Rules, and GDRCo’s
aquatic HCP in Washington provide effective long-term special management protection for salmon and
steelhead habitat and consequently should not be designated as critical habitat. Designating these areas as
critical habitat and requiring additional forest management restrictions would place an unnecessary and
unreasonable economic burden on private forest landowners without providing a corresponding benefit to
protecting fish habitat. Rather than another regulatory burden, private forest landowners need economic
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and regulatory certainty to offset the enormous costs and commitments associated with keeping their
lands in forestry and protecting both listed and unlisted species of fish and wildlife.

In June of 2004, the USFWS recognized the important contribution state and private forestlands in
western Washington are making to protect fish habitat and water quality by exempting from the
designation of critical habitat for bull trout those areas under legally operative HCPs, draft HCPs that
cover the species and have undergone public review and comment (i.e., pending HCPs), and lands
covered by the Washington Forests & Fish Rules. See Final Rule Designating Critical Habitat for the
Klamath River and Columbia River Populations of Bull Trout, 69 Fed. Reg. 59996, 60025-30 (Oct. 6,
2004). HCPs and the Forest & Fish Rules were developed to provide the habitat protection and the cool
clean water necessary for listed as well as unlisted fish and aquatic species. The proposal by the USFWS
not to designate critical habitat for private forestland in Washington is a strong indicator of the adequacy
of the Forests & Fish Rules to protect listed species, and an important indicator that Washington’s state
forest practices regulations meet the requirements of the federal ESA.

As an industry we’ve been supportive of substantive changes in forest practices rules in Oregon and
Washington to protect clean water and habitat for all fish, including salmon and steelhead. In addition to
adhering to rigorous forest practices rules to protect water quality and fish habitat for salmon and
steelhead, GDRCo has voluntarily entered into an aquatic HCP in Washington in 2000, and has actively
implemented the provisions of the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds since 1998.

Like Washington’s Forests & Fish Rules, GDRCo’s HCP was negotiated with and approved by the
NMFS, USFWS and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The Forests & Fish Rules and
GDRCo’s HCP addressed the needs of federally listed and unlisted fish species. Both agreements have
incorporated comprehensive management practices to protect riparian habitat including large streamside
buffers and restrictive operating guidelines for forestry practices near or adjacent to streams. Both
agreements also require the improvement of all existing roads to limit the delivery of sediment and
surface runoff water to streams, and to provide fish passage to fish in all life stages. In addition, both
agreements contain adaptive management provisions that utilize scientific processes, evaluations and
studies to guide any necessary changes.

GDRCo has been aggressively implementing the provisions of these agreements since they were enacted.
In addition to the company’s efforts, all the appropriate state and federal regulatory agencies have also
been actively engaged in monitoring and enforcement activities to ensure the provisions of these
agreements are being fully implemented.

Conclusion.

We urge NOAA Fisheries not to designate critical habitat on non-federal lands for Pacific salmon and
steelhead in areas that are already effectively protected with special management considerations by HCPs,
the existing comprehensive forest practices regulations in Oregon and Washington, and the voluntary
actions of forest landowners under the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds. With the above-
described protection in place, the designation would add another costly regulatory overlay for landowners
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without providing additional resource protection benefits. Non-federal lands are already making an
enormous contribution to protect clean water and fish habitat for listed and unlisted aquatic species in
Oregon and Washington. Non-federal landowners have been spending and continue to spend vast sums
of money on enhanced road construction and maintenance programs, as well as increasing the size and
protection standards for riparian areas. The designation of critical habitat will discourage rather than
encourage non-federal landowners to retain their lands in forestry.

We hope you will carefully consider our comments.
Sincerely,

Maureen S. Frisch
Vice President, Public Affairs and Human Resources
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My name ts Scott Swanson. | am the Manager of West Fork Timber
Company, LLC. We are a small private, family-owned timber company that
is in its twelfth year of implementing a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) on
our 55,000-acre tree farm 1n eastern Lewis County, WA.

Our HCP covers all species that are found on our property, now or in the
future. Our HCP provides juvenile Northern Spotted Owl dispersal habitat
and, through watershed analysis, also provides additional riparian reserve
arcas of habitat.

Our interdisciplinary team successfully developed watershed analysis
prescriptions for our entire tree farm, for all nine Watershed Administrative
Untts (WAU)) that cover our property, during 1993 through 1999. Each one
of these WAUSs has had at least one 5-year review since that ttme. Our HCP
protection measures and watershed prescriptions have focused on riparian
and sensitive-slope reserve protections. These streamside protection areas
have been set-aside for the 100-year life of our HCP. They help provide
habitat and cool, clean water throughout our ownership.

We believe that areas that are protected by an HCP do not warrant additional
critical habitat designation for salmon. We believe this would be a
duplicative effort. Areas under HCP protection measures already provide
conservation benefits for fish. Fish habitat and water quality are being
protected on our tree farm. Adding critical habitat designations on these
HCP lands are unnecessary and would be a disincentive to other forest
landowners who may constder HCP protections somewhere nearby in the
future.

We have been successfully protecting riparian habitat and water quality on
our tree farm through these contractual protection measures and, we will
continue to due so, at least through the year 2095. A critical habitat
designation of HCP lands is unwarranted and unnecessary.

Thank you for your time and your consideration of this information.

Simvcerery ,

Mﬁéfw Po. Box 180

Svorr €. Swuvson] Mewede, w‘g;& {5



APPENDIX D

MEMO August 10, 2005

To: File

From: Donna Darm, Assistant Regional Administrator, PRD

Subject: Critical Habitat Designation for Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESU) of

West Coast Salmon and Steelhead — Analysis of the Benefits of
Designation versus the Economic Benefits of Exclusion

This analysis was prepared to inform the agency’s exercise of discretion under Section
4(b)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), which allows the Secretary to exclude any
particular area from critical habitat designation if the benefits of exclusion outweigh the
benefits of designation, so long as exclusion will not result in extinction of the listed
species.

Background
On December 14, 2004 we published a Federal Register Notice proposing to exclude

particular areas from critical habitat designation where the economic impacts of
designation outweighed the conservation benefits of designation. We defined particular
areas as the occupied streams within a watershed. The proposed exclusions based on
economic impacts followed a cost-effectiveness approach in which we prioritized for
exclusion those areas with a relatively low conservation value and high economic impact.
To implement this approach, we first determined the relative conservation value of each
particular area (high, medium, or low). In a separate effort we estimated the economic
impact likely to result from section 7 consultations in each area. We selected dollar
thresholds to determine those areas where the economic benefit of exclusion might
outweigh the conservation benefit of designation, and used those thresholds to identify
particular areas we considered eligible for exclusion. We then considered whether
exclusion of any of the particular areas, alone or in combination, would significantly
impede conservation. If we concluded that excluding an area would significantly impede
conservation, we did not recommend it for exclusion and it was not proposed for
exclusion based on economic impacts in the proposed rule. Although we received
numerous comments on our estimate of economic impacts, we received very few
comments on our cost-effectiveness framework, only one comment objecting to our use
of relative (as opposed to absolute) conservation values as a basis for exclusion, and no
comments on the dollar thresholds we selected.

For the final designation, we recommend retaining the cost-effectiveness approach to
excluding areas based on economic impacts. We have adjusted the conservation ratings
to take into account the fact that the benefit of designation depended not just on the
conservation value of an area but the extent to which a section 7 consultation would
protect that conservation value. This has resulted in an additional consideration of areas
with both a low conservation rating and low section 7 “leverage.” We recommend
retaining the dollar thresholds we established for the proposed rule, with the addition of a



lower dollar threshold for the areas rated as having a low conservation value and low
section 7 “leverage.” For Idaho watersheds in the range of the Snake River steelhead
ESU we recommend using a dollar threshold that is 40 percent of the threshold for other
ESUs, based on the fact that the watersheds for the Idaho portion of this ESU contain on
average only 40 percent as much area as watersheds within the range of the other ESUs.
These thresholds are:

For considering exclusion of areas having a medium benefit of designation:
$300,000 ($120,000 for ID watersheds in the range of the Snake River steelhead ESU)

For considering exclusion of areas having a low benefit of designation:
$85,000 ($34,000 for ID watersheds in the range of the Snake River steelhead ESU)

For considering exclusion of areas having a very low benefit of designation:
$1000 ($400 for ID watersheds in the range of the Snake River steelhead ESU)

As before, we recommend that areas with a high conservation value not be considered for
exclusion because excluding these areas would significantly impede conservation. The
exception would be where an area has a high conservation value but low section 7
“leverage.” In that case, we considered the area as being eligible for exclusion if the
dollar impacts met the threshold we had established for a medium value area.

The tables and maps that follow illustrate the results of applying this approach. Where a
table shows that an area was eligible for exclusion but not excluded, there is a footnote
that explains our conclusion that excluding this area would significantly impede
conservation.

Attachments:

(1) ESU 4(b)(2) Tables
(2) ESU Ratings Maps
(3) ESU Exclusion Maps



1z jo | abed

- SUON - - [4:WA{%AS ozy'LeS' LS H ealy sulie|y sloysiesN LON
- SUON - - 19'1e$ 698'9G€'€$ H JOAI] BUM|3 100200LLLL VHMI3/SSAINIONNA
122'¥05$ paysisiem aipu3 - SOA v2'SL$ 122°v05$ W JogueH ssjebuy Hod +¥00200LLLL VHMT3/SSINIONNA
- SUON - - z8'v$ 266'752$ H Janry sseuabung €00200LLLL VYHMTI/SSINIONNA
vLv'162'L$ paysisjem aiju3 SOA €0'G$ YLV I6LLS 1 abessed jse3/punos jebng 061001121 dVS1IM
098'c€9$ paysiajem aipug - SOA 80'8$ 098°c€9$ 1 auleld 2c06100LLLL dVSL1IM
291'LvT'e$ paysisiem aipu3 - 00'6$ 291'1vT'e$ 1 196nd L061L00LLLL dVS1IM
182'665$ paysisiem aijuz - 0L71$ 182'565$ al ubnoiogspjoo/Apauusyy 006100LLLL dVSL1IM
692'G82$ paysisiem apu3 - 2z6$ 692'682$ 1 despy 1som 8081L00LLLL IVYNVYO AOOH
SOL'vLLS paysisiem aijuz - vv'L2$ SOL'vLLS 1 Janry sudo|Inp big 908100LLLL TVYNYO AOOH
SUON - 000$ 965'78$ H Jany sdijlemasoq G08L00LLLL IVYNVYO AOOH
- SUON - - 000$ 01'vG$ H J9AIY ysngexong 081001 LLL TVYNYO AOOH
- SUoN - - 61'6€$ ¥91'2LL$ N JoAR ewweH ewweH €08L00LLLL IVYNVYO AOOH
262'701$ paysisjem aijuz - SOA 17'8L$ 26L'v0L$ 1 [BJuO.4 [BUBD POOH SO\ 19MOT] 208100LLLL TVYNVYO AOOH
- SUON - - 59'€2$ €8.1'966$ H JBAIY YSIWOMONS L0ZLO0LLLL HSINOMOMS
7€0'691$ paysisiem aiju3g - S9A cLL$ 19'C$ LL0°LLS ¥€0'691L$ 1 1 sureld 209100LLLL S3LNHOS3A
250'807$ paysisjem aiju3 - SOA 18°LELS 250°80v$ 1 sueld L09L00LLLL S31NHOS3A
- SUON - - €z'€$ S1°9% 6£¥'S0C$ 0,2'S0v$ H H pueimo €0G100LLLL ATIVNOSIN
- SUON - - 6L1€$ 8v8'vSC$ H doyo/ieusen 20GL00LLLL ATIVNOSIN
- SUON - - 65°0$ 6£'€$ §16'0€2$ v6v'686$ H H JaAy dnjjeAnd Jjomon SovL00LLLL dNTIvANd
- SUoN - - y'ez$ ¥99'018'2$ H JaAly dnjieAng seddn ¥0vL00LLLL dN1IvANd
- SUON - - 0£'9% /81'CLES H 19Ny uoqied €0vL00LLLL dNTIvANd
- SUON - - 86'2$ 606L$ 0v.L'682$ 11€'28€'L$ H H J9AIY SHYM J8MOT] 20vL00LLLL dN1IvANd
- SUON - - 000$ 168'85¥$ H Iy UM Joddn Lov100LLLL dNTIvANd
- SUON - - S9'L$ 16°9$ 00L°1€L$ 652'899'C$ H H J9AIY UBBID JBMOT €0€L00LLLL HSINVMNA
- SUON - - €L6v$ 99'18% 00€'252$ §05'cees H H JOAIY UsaI9 3IPPIN 20€L00LLLL HSINVMNA
- [eJouoN - S9A 00°0$ 226°677$ 4] Jonry usaup Jeddn L0ELOOLLLL HSINVMNA
629'690'2$ paysisjem aipug - SOA S¥'0$ 62°5$ Slv'962$ 629'690'2$ W W JBAIY ysiwewwes ¥0CL00LLLL NOLONIHSVYM 3NV
18€'2.€$ Auo seueInguL SOA - ¥€0$ 68°'€2$ 18€°2.€$ 186'80€'GL$ H W uojbulyse axe €02L00LLLL NOLONIHSYM 3NV
9¥9'296'1$ paysisiem aiju3g - S9A S96L$ 9¥9'296'L$ W ysiwewwes axeq c0cLo0LLLL NOLONIHSVYM 3NV
- SUON - - 05°9L$ YeT'EVE'SS H J9ArY Jepe) L0ZL00LLLL NOLONIHSYM 3NV
- SUON - - 06°0$ 19°2$ ¥6'112$ L€€°07°1L$ H H JaArY ysiwoyous c0LL00LLLL HSINOHONS
- SUoN - - 0L'v$ 9z€'8€T$ N J9ARY Yonydjid L0LLOOLLLL HSIWOHONS
- SUON - - 98°0L$ 16°02$ 887 LEES 150'029% H H Janry elwienboug Jemo ¥00L00LLLL INTVYNOONS
- SUON - - €228 0.5'cer'es H Janry aiwlenbous 104 a|ppPIN €00L00LLLL JINTYNOONS
SUON zz'0$ 1z's$ 1¥5'8€L$ 699'592$ H H 30810 SPOOAN/IBAIY USIWONANS G06000LLLL HSINOMAMS
- SUON - - 81'65$ 005'982'2$ H IRy ueyng 060001121 HSINOMAMS
- SUON - - 19'2$ €£01$ ¥SL'SLLS 222'0.2$ H H JOAIY BIB|[BM/JOARY USIWONANS €06000LLLL HSINOMAMS
- SUON - - 00°0$ ST'L$ §16°2£9$ 00€'SYL$ H H SHI0- JOAY YSIWONAYS 2060004121 HSINOMAMS
- SUON - - LLLLLS 681'v.9$ H SIARY Jopoag pue ok L 1060001 LLL HSINOMAMS
- SUON - - Lv'0$ 00€L$ 9€8'61$ 90'.6€$ H H JaAlY ysiwenbe||ns Jamo €08000L L1 HSINVNOVTIILS
- SUON - - 1218 102°'195% H Janry ysiwenb 208000LLLL HSINVNOVTIILS
- SUON - €6°CL$ 8GZ'v5eS H JaAlY ysiwenbe|ns 304 YUON 1080001121 HSINVNOVTIILS
- SUON - - ¥9'€$ 0£'51$ 8L0'cLZ$ 168°26.$ H H 30010 sdWeyoR)OON/IBAY BENS Jomo] 20.000LLLL 1IOVMS ¥3IMOT
- SUoN - - 16°22$ 6.2¢$ ¥00'26€$ 186'816$ H H Y19 Asuui/1enry 1BeNS BIPPIN 1040001121 1I9VMS ¥3IMO1
- SUON - - SZ0L$ [4A4%] 681'02€$ YLL'S¥ES H H 19N Hneg JomoT 090001 LLL MNVS
- SUON - - se'zes Se'Ze$ 162'90€$ 86G'8E€$ H H J9AIY SIHEINS JOMOT €090004 121 ANVS
- SUON - - 00'0$ 059'6€$ H Janry speing Jeddn 2090001 LLL MNVS
- SUON - 82'/20°c$ TLO'EIVS H Janry ynes Jaddn 1090004121 ANVS
0SG'G2L'9% paysisjem aipug - SOA 96'20€$ 055'S21L'9$ N I9AIY J9Xeg 8050001121 1IOVMS d3ddn
- SUON - - Y0'€L$ (4 e 6LL'v.2$ 910°'22¢€$ H H %9219 J0qe]||/saAr NBeNS 1050001121 LIOVMS ¥3ddn
- SUON - - G6'G6$ 620'C61$ H 19Nl Bpedsed 90S000LLLL 1IOVMS d3ddn
- SUON - - 00°0$ 1z'8% 0.£'991$ 269'6L1$ H H 39910 pnsqolg/ienly S0S000LLLL LIOVMS ¥3ddn
- SUON - - 00'0$ €18'700'C$ H axeT ab109/IaA HbeNS 050001 LLL 1IOVMS d3ddn
- SUON - - Ge'z$ ¥9°0L$ 9/1°251$ ov8'evs$ H H JBAIY }OBSHOON S0¥000LLLL MOVSHMOON
- SUON - - €5°2$ ov'v2$ 266'CL$ 6€2°L51$ H H 19AIY HOBSHOON 104 YHON om0 ¥0¥000LLLL MOVSMOON
- SUON - - 6Z¢€lLLs L6v'2LT$ H JBAIY }OBSHOON 3104 Yinos €0¥000LLLL MOVSHOON
- SUON - - 89'98% 198°'08$ W JBAI] HOESHOON Y404 3IPPIN 20¥000LLLL MOVSMOON
- SUoN - - 000$ 150°€LES H JaArYy IESHOON 3104 YuUON Jaddn L0v000LLLL MOVSHOON
LEV'925$ paysisiem aiju3g - SOA S6'GE$ L€¥'925$ 1 Keg yoxg ¥02000LLLL VI9d4039 40 LIvdls
€15'959% paysisjem aiju3 - SOA 82°0€$ €16'959% 1 JaAry ysiwes 2020004 LLL VIOH03O 40 1IvdlS
6£6'€28$ paysiajem aipug - SOA 59'6% 6£6'€28$ a Aeg weybuljjeg 102000112} VIOH4039 40 LIVYlS
SUOISN|OXJ WOJy  Papn|ox3J ealy UOISN|OXJ 10}  UOISN|OX] ejded ejded joedw) joedw) obeiana « JopLuod paysiajem SweN paysiajepm apo) aweN uiseqqng
joedw| osjwouooy a|qibig Ajuo  uoy ajqibig 1ad joedwy Jad joedwy Keynquiy |ejo] [enuuy Mo fyAnosuuos  Buneubisap uoneaynuap|
uj uonanpay -sauejnqu]l  paysiajep Aeynqu)  |esoT lenuuy lenuuy Buneubisep  jo Jyouag paysiajepy
aiug |e207 [enuuy 10 Jyouag
jejiqeH [eonu) se uoneubisaq wouy sjoedw| ojwouod3 sbuney anjep uoneasasuo) sealy paidnooQ
uoISN|oX3 10j SPaYSIaJEAA JO UoneIapISUo) (Z)(d)y uonoss ys3 ejdes Jad |eoo] pue ‘Ajuo-Aiejnqui] ‘|ejo] [enuuy

‘paysiaiem joalgns ay} puokaq syoedwi Jo sjoedwi [euoibal aaey o} Ajgyijun pue ‘edoos ul pauuod Ajjeoiydesboab safiAloe Uyym pajeloosSse S)s09 au) 109)4a4 sjoedw OIWOU0dd |90 (S)JOPLIOD AJIAIIOBUUOD Y} Y)IM PaJeIOOSSE

1S02 8Y} SS8| PaYSIa}eMm B 10j }SOJ [ej0)} [EnuUE 8y} sjuasaidal salieingL) Jo jJoedwl 91wouods ay | “(uosiad Jad Jeak Jad ($) siejjop ‘SN ul) suoleynsuod Jo 1so2 [enuue ejded Jad ay) se pue ‘(1eak Jad ($) sJejjop “S'N ul) suone)nsuod
/ uonoas oy saoadg pasabuepud jo }S00 [enuue [ejo} 8y} se pajodas aie sjoedwl ojwouod] jeyqey uonelbiw pue Buleal Buieubisap Jo JyuUaq UOIIEAIBSUOD BY} S108}48. JOPLI0D AJIAIJSUUOD By} Joj Burjes ay] *Ajuo sauenqguy

ay) Buneubisap jo Jyeuaq ay} syoajal Buiel sy ‘spaysiaiem paidnooo Jayjo BuiIas JOPLIOD A)AIJOBUUOD B SBPN[OUl PaYSIajem ay} 81aym Sased Ul JO ‘pPaysiajem alijud ay} Joj Uoijeubisap Jo }ijouaq ay) S}os|jal paysiajem e oy Bunes
anjeA uoneAIasuod 8y (NSJ) Hun ueoyubig Ajueuonnjoa yoouly) punog 3obnd ay) Aq paidnooo spaysiajem pial-yyls oy suoisnjoxe pue ‘sjoedwi o1LOU0d ‘sBuljes anjea-uoneAlasuo) ‘nNS3 joouiys punos 3abnd °°q aiqel

[ JUdWYIEYY




‘(spaysiayem weassdn paidnooo ou aie aiay)

12 Jo Z abed

*SIaY)0 pue aqli] jooysaponiy syl Aq a1y apew Bulaq spoys uonelolsal Jueoyiubis ay) bunou ‘uoneasasuod apaduwi Apuesyuibis pjnom paysialem siyj Buipnjoxa jey) papnjouod | YyHO [e]

*(9s1019X3 UOISN|OXa DILIOUODS SIY} Ul SNEA UOIIEAISSUOD MO| B SB pajeal) Sem abelana] Mo| UM paysiajem anjea

UOIBAISSUOD WNIpaW & “*6°9) Buljes anjeA Uo)eAISSUOD JSMO] 1XaU S} Y)IM PJeIDOSSE PJoYSaly) DILUOUODS SUj) PaPaadXa Jey) SN|BA UOJBAISSUOD wnipaw Jo ybiy e () Jo ‘Joedw [enuue |e)o} ul 000‘ L $< SN|eA UOIIBAISSUOD MO| B
(1) Jayya sem paysiajem ay) pue uonealasuod apadwi AJueoyiubis J0u PINOM UOISN|OX® Jey} PaUIWLBIBP | HYHD dY} Ji uoneubisap wouj papnjoxe a1am (uoiduosap e Joj 1xa) Jodal 99s) ,a6e1ons] MO|, Se payuap! SPAYSISIBA .
1) weassdn spaysiayem paidnaoo Buiales Jopluiod uolrelBiw pue Bulieas e apnjoul Jou SS0P PaySIS}eM B ey} d)edipul SIOPLLI0D AJIAIDBUUOD JO SN[EA UOIJBAISSUOD By} Jo) syue|g

Sejouj00g

%08l SUOISNOX3 DIWOU0DS 0} aNp Jejiqey

° |eonuo se pajeubisep Sa|iW Ul UORONPa Juadlad

%Sz SUOISN|OXa JIWOU0JD

° 0} anp Joedul OILIOUODS Ul UOIONPaI JUSdIad

¢ ‘ 1eNgey [eonuo
OvS'862°1L$ 10} pajeubisap seale Jo Joeduwl OILIOUODS [€}0 |
1¥8°265'61$ SUOISN|OX® JO Joedwi DILIOUODS Ul UOIONPaI [Bj0 |

et ejiqey [eonLo se pajeubiss)
18€'958'06% ey | psjeubIsep

aJom seaJe ||e I joedw OIWOU0dd WNWIXEN

SUON
QUON
BUON
QUON
BuoN
QUON
BUON
QUON
BuoN
QUON
BUON
QUON
BuoN
QUON
BUON
QuoN
BUON
QUON

00°0$
v9'0€e'e$
16°L0v'c$
€1'699°L$
9€°EV6$
9/'600°L$
L9v20°L$
€L'v€0'C$
2€°016$
19'LYS'v$
65°096°L$
69'/95%
L7198
9v'160°C$
G8'969°L$
69'69%
£6'901°C$
6v'v€8'L$

¥29'GE8$
091°25¥'L$
€28'CLL$
G29'0vES
¥€5°0v6$
zzy'sse'es
0.6'2v2$
8L¥'0L9$
0.0°e52$
Gz9'el$
086'G66$
8G6°CLS'L$
108°c.8$
620'0€8$
Sv6'€8.$
Svv'L$
¥95'9vy'L$
6€L°129'L$

ITIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIT

ealy auley\ a10ysieaN
ealy aulep\ aioysieaN
ealy aulep\ aioysiesN
ealy aulep\ aioysieaN
ealy aulep\ aioysiesN
ealy aulep\ aioysieaN
ealy aulep\ aioysiesN
ealy aulep\ aioysieaN
ealy aulep\ aioysiesN
ealy aulep\ aioysieaN
ealy aulep\ aioysiesN
ealy aulep\ aioysieaN
ealy aulep\ aioysiesN
ealy aulep\ aioysieaN
ealy aulep\ aioysiesN
ealy aulep\ aioysieaN
ealy aulepy aioysiesN
ealy aulep\ aioysieaN

6LN
8IN
LIN
9IN
SIN
VIN
€IN
ZIN
LIN
OLN
60N
80N
LON
90N
SON
YON
€ON
ZON




12 o ¢ abed

- SUoN - - 1£'¢69% Lee'see’cs H (uesd( 0} [eBnOYseNN/APUES) JOPILIOD BIGUINIOD 1oMOT
- BUON - - 9€'1L$ S8'/$ €19'96.$ €12°1€5°€$ H H Janry apawe|iiM/yBno|S eIquinjo) €02100602L ALLIINVTIIM ¥3IMOT
- SUON - - ¥€'6$ Leves 6L9'c8L$ 066°979$ H W %910 9sooddess 20210060L1L JLLINYTTM ¥IMOT
- [o]auoN SOA - 98'0$ oL'z$ 918'vzes 252'60.$ H W 39819 uosuyor 102100604} FLLINYTTIM ¥IMOT
- SUON - - 82°9% 18'9$ 209'G.€$ Piv'160°LS$ H H I9AR SBWEXOEID JaMmOT 90110060} SYAVXOV1D
09L°LLLS paysisiem aijuy - SBA ze8$ 09L°LLLS 1 ¥e810 o|be3 S0L10060LL SYIWVXOVTO
652'889$ paysisiem apu3 - SOA €8'e$ 652'889$ l yoa19 Ayleuseqy #0,00060L1 JLLINVTTIM 37adIN
- BUON - - 06'L€$ 181'89% H AKeg skein €0900080Z} NVYINOMOTI/SAVHEO
- SUoN - - 10618 2r6'v0z$ H yoauD Big 20900080} VISWNTOO ¥3IMOT
006'vEL$ paysieiem aspuz - SOA 81'95$ 006'v€L$ W Janry sBunox 10900080LL VIGNNTOO ¥3IMO1
- BUON vZ'L$ ZLELS 861°L£$ 828'0L¥$ H H UBWaaMOD 80500080} Z1MMOD
- SUON 19°'6$ 18°02$ Siy'vezs S81'08€$ H W ede|jim 1se3 £0500080L1 Z1ITMOD
- SUoN - - 2818 £v8'6v$ H 19ARY 8RN0 3104 Yinog 905000801 Z1ITMO2
- BUON - - 00°0$ 160°09L$ H I8Ny usaID S0S00080L L Z1ITMOD
€06'89€$ AuQ seueinquL SOA - 00°602°L2$ 00'502°12$ €06'89¢$ €06'89€$ H W JARY B)N0 3104 YHON #0500080L1 Z1ITMOD
- SUON - - ¥5'62$ 60°28% 6.8'922$ 189'965$ H W sueld uosxoer €0500080Z} Z1ITMO2
- SUON - - §.2€$ 60°€c$ 1vS'LeT$ 9/€'02.$ H H JloAIasDY By 20500080L1 Z1ITMO2
0vS'veEeS paysielem aijuz - SOA srels 0vS'veeS W J8ARY UoHIL 10500080/} Z1ITMOD
- BUON - - 00°0$ 62 vvr$ G€.'219$ 0L9'8LL$ H H Jany sndsio Jamo S0¥00080LL Z1ITMOD ¥3ddn
- SUON - - 000$ ¥€5'169$ H Jany sndsio Jaddn ¥0¥00080L1 Z1IMMOD ¥3ddn
- SUON - - £0'6$ orAler4 G98'/85$ 00¥'0v9$ H H |eJuo1 Asjlep Zymod €0700080L1 Z1IMMOD ¥3ddn
- 8UON - 00°0$ €0ZI$ 168'29¢e$ 116'850°€$ H H Jany Zymo saddn 20¥00080LL Z1ITMOD ¥3ddn
- BUON - - 00°0$ v2z'LLLS H J9ARY ZYIMOD sisjemMpesH 10¥00080.L} Z1ITMOD ¥3ddn
- SUON - - 8Y'GS$ £96'99$ H Y9010 uojdwiAig 90€00080Z} JINVMSLYIONVIGNNTOD ¥3IMOT
- SUON - - 89'LCL$ 0€€'6v2$ H UBLIOYIO|3/EMENOWENS G0€00080L} JINVISLYIONVIGNNTOD ¥3IMOT
oLz'oeL'z$ paysisiem ajuy - SBA 90'6v$ oLz'oeL'zs W Ayjeussqy/Auewssg ¥0€00080LL JINVMSLYIOVIGNNTOD ¥IMOT
- SUON - - £0°0$ 4433 261'7$ 291'ves W W IR Blueysie|l €0€00080Z} JINVISLYTIONVIGNNTOD ¥3IMOT
880'641$ paysiajem aipuz - SOA 0L'2$ 880'641$ 1 JOARY BIqUIN|ODMB3ID JoAesg 20€00080Z} JINVMSLYIO/VIGNNTOD ¥IMO1
- [aJeuoN - SOA 18°'G9$ 086'955$ W 1A eweley 10€00080LL FINVMSLVIO/NVIGNNTOD ¥IMO1
- SUON - - 62°0$ 18'2€$ 269°LvL$ 111°285$ H H JBAYY SIMST JaMOT 9020008021 SIM3T
- BUON - - 1L91$ 118'Gz8$ H JOARY SIMET Mi04 3se] S0200080LL SIMIT
629'ze6'c$ paysisjem apuz - SOA 09°€l$ 629'ze6'c$ 1 39810 uowjes 601000801 AQNVS/VISNNTOD ¥3IMOT
- SUON - - 9e'es 6,°€$ Le6'z1e$ 688°'1€2$ H H JaAry Apues Jamo 80100080} AGNVS/VIBNNTOD ¥3MOT
- BUON - - oz'es 8Y'85$ 8y 0ev$ ¥9€'926$ H H salieinqu L 96109 eiquinjod 201000802} AGNVS/VISNNTOO ¥3IMO1
- [eJouoN - SOA 12'8% 08€'00v'$ W Jonry |ebnoysem 90100080} AGNVYS/VISNNTOD ¥3IMOT
- BUON - - [ T4%] ZLL'9e6'L$ H JOARY uny |ing 501000801} AANVS/VISNNTOD ¥3IMOT
- SUON - £€5'6% TL6% 8z¥'651$ 882°091$ H H oAy Apues sippin 0100080} AGNVS/VIBNNTOD ¥3IMOT
- auoN - - 00°0$ 0v0'0LL$ H JaAry Apues Jaddn €0100080.L AQNVS/VIGNNTOO ¥3IMOT
- BUON - - ¥5°9$ 6.5'VLLS H Jany Bezbiz 201000801} AGNVS/VISNNTOD ¥3IMOT
- SUON - - ¥8'8$ Log'vees H 1oAY uowles 10100080LL AGNVS/VIGNNTOD ¥3IMOT
- SUON - - £5'6$ 60°'LL$ €19'2/2$ £50°¢82$ H H #9819 8|Be3/eIquN|oD SIpPIN €160L0L0L1 QOOH/VIGWNTOD 31adIN
v0Z'LLE$ AuQ saueinquL SOA €0'v$ ¥5'6$ v0Z'LL€$ ¥08'06€$ H W Y9810 sAes/eiquiniod sIpPPIN 2150102021 AOOH/VIGNNTOD I1adIN
- BUON - - VLLLS SL1'6LL$ H JOARY PUIM 11G01020L) AOOH/VIGNNT0D 31aaiN
601'209$ paysiajem apuz - SOA €9°07€$ 601'209$ W JOARY uow(es SRYM Sl 01501040} AOOH/VIGNNTOD 31adIN
- SUoN - - SLv$ 192°1p1'2$ H 19ARY UoW(ES YM 605010201 AOOH/VIGWNTOD 31adIN
- 8UON - - 95°9% 1£8$ 6G2'691$ 000'v6€°L$ H H J8ARY pOOH 80G01020LL AJOOH/NVIGNNTOD 31adIN
- SUON - 81'zz$ 609'G62$ H JBARY POOH X404 }SOM 206010201} AOOH/VIGNNTOD 31adIN
- BUON - - 68'€5$ 6£2'9v5$ H J9ARY POOH X104 jseq 9050410402} JOOH/VIGWNTOD 31adIN
SUOISN|OXJ W04} PapN[dOX3 Baly UOISN|IXJ 0j UOISN|OX] epdes ejdes joedw)| joedw) wobeiana + dopLuod pays.iajem aweN paysisjepy apo) aweN uiseqqng
3oedw)| o1wouod3y 91qibig Aluo 1oy o|qiblg | Jad joeduy Jad joedwy) Kieynqu |ejo] [enuuy mo1 fyAnosuuod  Bupeubisap uonesluap|
ul uondNpay -saueINquU]  paysiajepm feynquy  [edoT [enuuy lenuuy Buneubisep  jo Jyeueg paysiajepm
aiug |eso [enuuy 0 Jyouag
jejiqey [eoRLI) se uoieubisaq wouy sjoedw] olwouod3 sbuney anjep uopeAsasuo) sealy paldnaoQ
uoisn|ox3 1o} Spaysiajep Jo uonesapisuod (z)(q)y uonosss ys3 ejided Jad [eso] pue ‘Ajuo-Aieinqui] ‘|ejo] jenuuy

‘paysiaiem joalgns ayj puoAaq sjoeduw Jo syoedwi [euoibas aaey 0} Aj@yijun pue ‘©dods ul pauluod Ajjesiydesboab saljiAloe YIm pajeloosse Sjsod ay) Jod|ad sjoedwl 91LoU0dd (8207 *(S)JOPLUI0D AJIAIDSUUOD SY) Yim

PoJBIDOSSE SO0 9} SSO| PaYSI9}em B 0} }S09 [ej0) [enuue ay) sjuasaldas seuenguy Jo joedwi olwouods ay| (uosiad Jad Jeak sad ($) siejjop "S N ul) suoneynsuod Jo 1sod [enuue endes Jad ay) se pue ‘(1eak sad ($) sie|jop "S'M ul) SUOIE)NSUOD
/ uonoas oy savadg passbuepus Jo 100 [enuue [ejo} ay} se papodas ale sjoedwi ojwouod] “jeygey uonelbiw pue Buueas Buyeubisap Jo Jyouaq UOIBAIBSUOD Y} SJO8|4a4 JOPLUI0D AJADSUU0D By} Joy Bunjes ay] “Ajuo sauenqguy ay) bueubisap
J0 Jyouaq ay} sjoayal Bunel ay) ‘spaysiajem paidnaoo Jayjo BuirIas JOPLIOD AJAIZOSUUOD B SSPNJOUI PAYSIS}EM SU} SI9YM SISED Ul JO ‘Paysiajem aius ay) Joj uoneubisap Jo Jiyouaq sy} s)os|yal paysiarem e 1oy Buljel anjea UoleAIasuod

ayl ‘(NS3) nun wesyubis Ajeuonn|oag joouly) JaAry eiquinjo) Jamo ay) Aq paidnado spaysiaiem play-yyl Joj suoisnjoxa pue ‘sjpedul 91Wou0ds ‘sbuljes anjeA-UoBAISSUOD "NST YOoulyd JaAlY Blquinjo) Jamo “g'd dlgel




12 0 ¥ abed

‘paysiajem paziuedin ue ul Asiaaip NSJ pue suonejdepe ajowold Jey) (suoypuod
‘uolyensasuo9 apaduwi Apuesiiubis pjnom paysiayem siyi Buipnjoxa jey) papnjouod | HMyHO [0]
‘ueld AJ9A008s WIS S,pIe0g AI9A008Y YSI- JOARY BIqUIN|OD JoMOT]

ay) ul paziseydwa s| pue ‘NS sy} 1o} Jeyqey uni-Buuds Bujuiewas ay) Jo Junowe [enueisqns e sjuasaidal ‘ysy uni-Buuds pue -|ley yjoq spoddns ) esnesaq Juepodwil | aARY eweley ay) Jey) Buijou ‘uoneAlasuod apadwi Apuesyiubis pinom paysiaiem sy} Buipnjoxa jey) papnjouod | YyHO [q]
*ooulyo |[e} JoAlY [eBnoysepn 1oj [9A3] Aljigela ybiy e Buinaiyoe seziseydws ued Aianooal wisiul s,pieog A19A0oay Ysi4 BIqUIN|OD Jamo 8y} Jey) Buijou ‘uonessasuod apadwi Apuesyiubis pinom paysisjem siyy Buipnjoxs jeyy papnjouod 1 HyHO [e]

*(9S1019%8 UOISN|OXd JILLOUODS SIU} Ul SN[EA UOIIEAISSUOD MO| B Se pajeal) Sem abelons| mo| yim

paysIa)EM SN[EA UONBAISSUOD WNIpaw e ““6°8) Buijel anjeA UOI)BAISSUOD JSMO] JX8U SU) Y)IM PSJBIDOSSE PIOYSaIL) DILIOUODS Sy} PAPaSOXa Jey) SNjeA UOIBAISSUOD wnipaw Jo ybly e (g) Jo ‘Joedw [enuue [e)o} ul 000" | $< SN[EA UOI)BAISSUOD

Mo & (1) Joy)ia Sem paysiajem ay} PUe uoneAsasuod apaduw Apuesyiubis Jou PjNom UOISN|OXa Jey} paulLIB}ep | HYHD ay Ji uoljeubisap woly papnjoxa asem (uonduosep e 1oy )xa) Jodal 8as) ,86.19A8] MO|, SE PalUSP! SPAUSIIEAN

“(spays.ayem weassdn paidnooo ou ale asay) “a'l) wealjsdn spaysiajem paidnooo Bulales JopLIod uolelBiw pue Buleal e 8pnjoul Jou SSOP PaYSISIEM B Jey) 8)edIpul SIOPLIOD AJAOSUUOD JO SNjeA UOIEAISSUOD ay) o) siuelg

UOD JE}igeY anbiun Se ||am Se 300uUlyd JaAY Seweyoe|D 10j JeNqgey abnyal juepoduwi sepiacid paysiayem siy jey Bunou pue puejuod jo Al Aq sjuswwod Bu

Jewuay} punoJ-1eah Ajlepadsa) suo

S3j0Uj004

%Z'1Z SUOISN|OXd JILIOU0DD

© 0} anp JelIgRY [BOLO SE Pajeubisep Sa|iW Ul UOONPa) Jusdisd

" SUOISN|OXd
%0°GC

21WOU0Dd 0} 8NP Joedwi DIWOUOS Ul UOIONPaAI JUSdIad

150'951°82$ 1eliqeyY (221U o) pajeubisap seale Jo joeduwl OIWOU0DS 810 [

866'86€'6% SUOISN|OX® JO Joedu DILUOUODS Ul UOIONPaI [ejo ]

'565'268 jejngey

6r0'555 L€ |eonuo se pajeubisap a1om seale || Ji joeduw| JIOUODT WNWIXE




1z Jo g ebed

- BUON - - 10'€69% L€€'56€'C$ H (uead( 0} BBWE(IIAN) JOPLIOD EIGUINIOD JOMOT]
- SUON - - ¥8L$ 009'v€L'C$ H JaAry epewellip/ybno|s eiquinjo) €021006021 ALLIAVTIIM 43IMOT
- SUON - - Lzves TLE'EIVS H Y9819 8sooddeos 20210060Z 1 JALIIAVTIIM ¥3IMOT
- SUoN - - oL'z$ 9ev'v8es H 39919 uosuyor 10210060} JLLIFAVTIM ¥3IMOT
- BUON - - 2'9% 12°9% 885'c.€$ 10v'680°'L$ H H 19A SBWEMNO.|D JoMOT] 901100601 SYINVXOV10
09L°LLLS paysisjem aijuz SOA ze8s 09L°LLLS al Y901 8be3 G01L10060Z1 SYINVXOVT1O
- BUON - - [4 G8°.$ 808'€LL$ 818'/26'C$ H H JBAIY sewexoe|) SIppIN 01 10060LL SYWVXOV10
- SUON - - 00'0$ 716'G61°1$ H JOARY SBLWBMOB|D %104 BA0ID 3EO €0110060.} SYNVYMOV1O
- SUON - - 000$ Svv'L95$ H Janry sewesjoe|D Joddn 201 10060LL SYINVXOV10
- SUON - - 12215$ €L1'9ev$ H JanY Useme|og 101 10060LL SYINVXOVT1O
- SUON - - €L°6$ 96'S$ 16€'021$ L1¥'veL$ 4 W J9A B|[e|O\ JoMOT 906000601 ONIAANd/VTIVION
- BUON - - 1928 125'81$ W Janry ellejoly Jaddn 50600060 } ONIAANd/V1IVION
8€9'€LL$ AuQ saueinqu S9A - €0v$ W'v$ 8€9'cLL$ 8/8'sZL$ W 1 39310 [IIN/A49810 |edduss 0600060} ONIAdNd/vVTIVION
€€5°LL1LS paysisjem aiju3 - SOA 8°0L$ €€G°LLLS a JaAry Buippndeai %00y €0600060.1 ONIAANd/VTIVION
0zL'20L$ AluQ saueinqu L SBA - 65LL$ 29€l$ 0z1'20L$ 8GE'ETLS W 1 Janry BuippndieaiD eung 206000602 L ONIAdNd/VTIVION
969'c08$ paysisjem aipu3 - SOA SZ'SL$ 969'¢08$ W Janry Buippnd/yes1 enbigy 106000601 ONIQANd/VTIVION
806'781$ paysisjem aijuz - S9A ¥5v$ 89'G$ 192'171$ 806'781$ 1 1 JaArY IIyweA 20800060} TIHAVA
£v.'88¢$ paysisjem aijuz - S9A Sv'Le$ £v.'882$ 1 J9AIY [IlyweA YHoN 908000601 TIHAVA
LEV8LS paysisjem aapuz - SOA ¥SLv$ yIEYBLS 1 I8N IIYWEA Yinogpeal) jes G0800060Z L TIHAVA
ovy'10L$ paysisjem aiju3 - SOA 6v'LL$ ov¥'LoLS bl WEA Ynog JamoT ¥0800060L1 TIHAVA
€02'€0€$ AluQ saueinqu L SOA - 16'C$ 88'€$ €02'€0€$ 650'269$ H a Y9219 Ayjeulaqy ¥0.00060L} ALLINVYTIIM 31aAIN
S6L'9vv$ AuQ seueinqu L SOA - ferA4 16C$ S6.'9vv$ 180'G95$ H 1 38810 WisjeyayD/IoArY SHBWEIIA €0200060Z1 ALLINVTIIM 37adIN
6€£5°G2€$ AluQ saueinqu SOA - 6£'8$ SL'6$ 6€5'62ES 162°15¢€$ H 1 38810 [leanory 20.00060.L L ALLINVTIIM 37adIN
Gv1'8EL$ Auo seueinqu L SOA - 65°2$ £8'v1L$ Gv.'8EL$ 086'09.$ H bl JoAy SpdWE|lIMARRID IIIN 10200060} JLLIFAVTTIM 37AdIN
- SUON - - 56°02$ 96€'62$ W 9210 ASlIM 80900060Z} WVILNVS HLNOS
- SUON - - 100$ 0e'z$ 6% Sr'L$ H H JIONI8SY J8)SO4/I8ARY WeRUeS nos 1090006021 WVILNVS HLNOS
- SUON - - 1£25$ 162'225$ H 18Ry wenues yinog 909000604 L WVILNVS HLNOS
- BUON - - 9l'v$ 688°56$ W 39317 sewoy €0900060Z WVILNVS HLNOS
- BUON - - 25°0$ ¥65'9LL$ 4] 3931) 9anqesd 20900060Z} WVILNVS HLNOS
- SUON - - S1'z$ zLe$ ViV LLLS 0€0'vS1L$ H H 18ARY WENUES YIN0S/Me81] uoyiweH 1090006021 WVILNVS HLNOS
- BUON - - Sv'6$ 19°0L$ 26E'eL$ €60'791$ H W 19N Wenues YHoN JomoT 905000604 1 WVILNVS HLYON
- SUoN - - 8€'0$ 78'001$ H J9ARY Wenues YHON s 50500060} WVILNVS HLHON
- SUON - - 18'6$ 00°2$ S€0'SY$ SLL'6v$ H H 19AIY Wenues YUoN 8|ppIN #0S00060.L WVILNVS HLYON
- SUON - - 126$ PAWAS ¥19'v6€$ 2LY'v0S$ H H J9AIY SIZUSHMON JaMOT 20000602} JIZNINON
699'651$ paysisjem aipu3 - SOA 86C$ G99'651$ SOA N JBAIY SMEYON 90700060. 1 JIZNINOW
- BUON - - 00°0$ 00'0$ €L1°651$ €21'651$ H H 349910 ZHEND/IdARY BIZUSHON S0¥00060Z } JIZNINOW
§15'8ev$ paysisjem aijuz - S9A 91°20.$ §15'8ev$ 4] 19y Bnig ¥0700060. ) JIZNINON
- SUON - - 00°0$ 686'G8E$ H 19AIY BIZUSHMO X104 yinos €0¥00060.1 JIZNINON
- SUON - - 00'0$ 6.1'SLL$ H 38319 8sIoH 20%00060.LL JIZNINOW
- BUON - - 00°0$ 61'S$ 1€2°216$ ¥87'9€2'v$ H H 1oAY o1zuayo Joddn 107000601 JIZNINOW
- BUON - - 0£/92$ 9e5'zies 4] 19A1Y 8nwenonT 90€00060.} JLIINVTIIM ¥3ddn
- [o]euoN - SOA 59'6% 8/Z'¥5¥$ W JaAy skiepy G0€00060.1 JLIINVTIIM ¥3ddn
8Y0'26$ AluQ saueinqu SOA - 9e'1$ 1518 8Y0'26$ 125'8.2$ H al 38810 %eo 0€00060.L L JLIFNVTIIM ¥3ddn
- SUON - - 0S'v$ ¥eE'6CLS 4] JaAry eloodeled €0€00060Z} JLLIINVTIIM ¥3ddN
798'6v€$ Auo seueinquL S9A - 9'1$ 8T v$ ¥98'6v€$ 50808.% H a Yeo1D Appniy 20€00060.} JLIINVTIIM d3ddn
€2€°105$ paysisjem aijuz - SOA A €2€'106$ al J9AY wo_ Buo 10€00060Z 1 JLIINVTIIM ¥3ddn
LYE'6LLS paysisjem apuz SOA 8L'v$ 6v'L$ 8Lv'LL$ LVE'6LLS 1 1 JOARY SHBWE||IM Y104 ISEOD JOMOT] G0200060Z L JALIIAVTIIM ¥HO4 LSYOD
G15'682$ paysisjem aipuz - SOA PLLLS 516'682$ bl JoAIY ajaWe|IM S0 Ise0D Jaddn €0200060Z} JLLINVTIM HH04 LSYOD
8Ly'L0LS paysisjem auz - S9A LE°GLS 8LY'L0LS 1 o210 Aqsopy 202000602} ALLINVTIIM MHO4 LSYOD
G86'29.$ paysisjem aijuz - SOA S1'8v$ 2T 6v$ ¥92'09.$ 686'29.$ a 1 JOAIY Moy 102000602} ALLIINVTIIM MH04 1SVOD
- SUON - - or'e$ L10°€$ 129'e9$ 10£°29% H W JBARY SPBWEJIIA JO Y104 S|PPIA JoMOT 01100060Z} JLIINVTIIM Y404 37adIN
- BUON - - 29'CeL$ [4a4% £v8'269% £v8'269$ H H 39310 led 60100060} JLLIFAVTIIM ¥H04 37ddIN
- BUON - - 62°€$ 1,2'85$ 4] ¥9a1) |leq s 801000601 ALLINVTTIM ¥H04 31adIN
- [aleuoN SOA - 8e'L$ 89C$ 800'v.€$ 880'8.£$ H N JUI0d IN0X00T/8R8WE]I Y404 SIPPIN 2010006021 ALLINVTIIM ¥H04 31adIN
- BUON - - 96°L$ 88¥'2G/$ H JOAR] SRBWEY|IM 10 SIPPIA JO Y404 YHON 901000602} JALIINVTIIM Y404 37adIN
- [eJouoN SOA - 18'8$ vi'6$ €10'659$ €1€'959% H N JI0AI8S3Y 3831] S|IH 50100060} JLLIFAVTIIM ¥H04 37ddIN
£88'625$ paysisjem aijuz - S9N oLioL$ £88'625$ W 38a1) uowes 0100060} ALLIINVTTIM ¥H04 31adIN
- SUON - - 000$ reLLYS H 18N SpBWElIMRRID JeS €010006021 ALLINVTTIIM ¥H04 31adIN
- SUON - - 00°0$ €6z'1ees [} 38819 s|iiH 20100060Z L JLIINVTIIM Y404 37adIN
- BUON - - 00'0$ 162°165% H JoAIY SpaWE|IM 04 BIPPI Jaddn 101000602} JLIFAVTIIM MH04 37ddIN
I woy p Jealy UOISN|OXJ 10 UuOISN|IX3 ejdes ejides Joedw) Joedw «wobeIanaT »dopLiod paysiajem aweN paysiajem apo) aweN uiseqqnspun
joedw| o1wouod3 113 Aluo 10} 3|q! Jad joedw Jad joedw) Keynqu |ejo] [enuuy Mo fyanoauuod  Buneubisap uonesyiuap|
ur uoonpay -sauenqul  Paysiaep Aeynqul  |eooT [enuuy lenuuy Bupeubissp  jo jyeusg paysiajepm
aipug |e201 [enuuy 40 Jyauag
jejiqeH [eol1D Se uojjeubisaq wouy sjoedw| d]wouod3 sbuney anje\ uonealasuo) sealy paidnoaQ
uoISN|oX3J 10} SPAYSIAIEAN JO UoneIapIsuo) (Z)(q)y uondas ys3 ejdes Jad 207 pue ‘Ajuo-Aienqui] ‘|ejo] [enuuy

‘paysiajem Joalgns ay} puokaq syoedw Jo syoedw [euolbal aaey o} Ajgyijun pue ‘@dods ul paulyuod Ajjesiydelboab saiiAloe yim pajeloosse s)sod ay) Joajjal sjoedwl 91LoU02a (B0 “(S)IOPLIOD AJIAIOSUUOD

8U) YlIm pajeloosse 1S00 ay) SS9| paysiajem B Joj }S09 [ejo) [enuue ay) sjuasaidal salieinquy Jo j1oedwi olwouods sy (uosiad Jad Jeak uad (§) siejjop "S'n ul) Suone)Nsuod Jo 1s0d [enuue ejdeo Jad ay) se pue ‘(JeaA sad ($) siejjop "S N ur)
SUOIB)INSUOD / UOI}08S 1oy saloadg palabuepu3 jo 100 |enuue |ejo} 8y} se papodal ase sjoedwi ojwouod] ‘jelqey uonelbiw pue Bueas Bueubisap Jo JjBuUSg UOBAIBSUOD BU) S}08}4d1 JOPLI0D AJIAIIDBUUO0D By} Joj Bunel ay] "Ajuo saueingu} ay}
Buneubisap Jo jyeuaq ay) sjoapal Bunel ey} ‘spaysiajem paidnooo Jayjo BuiAIes JOPLLIOD AYAIIOBUUOD B SBPN|OUl PAYSIS}em By} 8Jaym Sased Ul Jo ‘paysialem alijud ay) 1o} uofjeubisap Jo Jjauaq 8y} s}os|al paysiajem e Joj Buiel anjea uoneAlasuod
ayl ‘(NS3) nun ueoyubis AliEUON|OAT MooulyD JaAlY apawe||izp Joddn ay) Ag paidnooo spaysiajem play-yyl Joj suoisnjoxa pue ‘syoedul 01uwouods ‘sBuljes anjeA-uoieAlasuod ‘NS Yooulyo JaAry apaweljip 1oddn “¢'q alqeL




12 Jo g ebed

‘Asianip Aioysiy aji| NS3 Buuoysal pue Buiuiejuiew Joy [eanuo si ey (BuLisjuimiano 1oy A

100dsa) jeyqey Bulieal aAl

ualxa sapiroid s,Aey ay) jey) Bunou ‘uoneasasuoo apadwi Auesyiubis pjnom uoISN|oxa Jey) papnjouod [ HYHD [0]

‘uollepunul JioAJasal o} anp si Buijes anjea uopealasuod ybiH e paubisse jou sem paysiajem siy} uoseas Aewud

ay) -eale siu} ul Bulumeds sooulyo yim weans payeinbasun Ajuo ay) syussaidal ¥9a1D }s07 “uiseqqns alus ayj ul }sabie| ay) usaq aney Aew yoiym uoiendod 8109 ‘uiblio-jeoo| e spoddns paysieiem siuj jeys Buiou ‘uoneasasuod spaduwi Ajjuesyiubis pjnom uoisnjoxa jey} papnjouod 1 ¥vyHO [a]
‘uolepuNUI JIOAI9Sa1 0}

JIuBIs pinom uoIsn|oxa Jey} papnjouod | HyHD [e]
*(9S1019X3 UOISN|OX® DILLIOUODD SIU} Ul SN[EA UONEBAISSUOD MO| B SE pajeal) Sem abesans| moj yim

paysisjem anjeA UOBAISSUOD WNIpaW e “'6°8) Bunes anjeA UOIEBAISSUOD JOMO] JXaU SU} UJIM PSJeIoosSe Pjoysa.y) DILOU0IS Sy} Papaadxa Jey} anjeA UOIJeAIasU0d wnipaw Jo ybiy e (Z) Jo ‘Joedw [enuue [€)0} Ul 000‘ L $< SN|BA UOBAISSUOD
Mo e (1) Jayyie sem paysiajem ay} PUE uoleAIasuod apaduwi Ajjuedyiubls Jou pinoOM UOISN|OXa Jey} paulwlaiap | HYHD 8y} ji uoneubisap wouy papnjoxa aiam (uonduosap e 1o} 1xa) Jodal aas) ,86e1ans| MO), SE paljjuapl SPaUSISIeM .
‘(spaysiejem weadsdn paldnooo ou ale alay) 9'l) wealsdn spaysisjem paidnaoo Buiales JopLoo uonelbiw pue Buleal e apnjoul jou S0P pPaysiajem & jey) 9)eolpul SIOPLLIOD AJAIOBULOD JO SNjeA UOIAISSUOD 8y} Joj Syuelg

anp si Bupes anjea uoleAIasuod YbiH e paubisse jou sem paysiajem siyy uoseal Arewnd ay] "uiseqqns aunua ay) ul }sablie| ay) usaq aney Aew yoiym uonendod 8109

110-eo0] e spoddns paysiajem siy) jey) burjou ‘uoneasasuoo apadui Ajjue:

1S9j0Uj004]

%o'gL SUOISN|OXd DIWOU0D3 0} aNp

% 1E}IqeY [B2NIO Se pajeublsap Sajiw Ul UoloNpal Jusdiad

%h 0z suoIsSn[oxa

° 2]WOU093 0} NP Joedwl] DIWOUOIS Ul UONONPaI Jusdiad
‘079" jejqey
v€9'029'52$ |eonL0 Joj pajeubisap seale Jo Joedwi JWOU0Jd [ejo] |
16€°1259% SuOoISN[OXd JO JoedwWi DIWOUOJS Ul UoIONPal [B}O|
o jelgey [eonuo se
Ve0'zEl TES pajeubisap aiom seale [[e ji oedw] JWOUOIT WNWIXe|




12 Jo  obed

“Jenqgey Buieal ajiusAn( JajuIm

jJuepodul apiAosd Os|e PaySIaeM SIU} Ul SBLIEINGL] JOUIO PUB ‘H9D1D) JOABDY ‘H991D JIOM JO SOUOEDI JOMO| U | "Y931D JIOA O} PAIOISDI SI9M SMOJ} SOUO PAYSISJEM SIU} Ul PAAISS]O Usaq sey Buiumeds jey) Burjou ‘uoneAlasuod apadwi Auesiubls pjnom UoISn|oxa Jey) Papnjouod | ¥yHD [e]
*(9S1018X8 UOISN|OXd DILIOUODS SIY} Ul SNJEA UOREBAIISUOD MO| B SE Pajeal} Sem 9BEISAS| MO| U)M paysiajem
aN[eA UOBAISSUOD WNIPaW & “6°8) Bunes anjeA UoIJeAIasu0D JaMO| JXauU 8U) UM PaJeIoosse PoySaly} OILUOUO0DS 8U) PaPasdXa Jey) aNnjeA UOIBAISSUOD wnipaw Jo ybiy e (g) 4o ‘joedw [enuue [e10} ut 000" L $< SN|EA UOHEAISSUOD
I 110S9p E 10} 18} Hodal 99s) ,86eI0AS| MOJ, SE PALIUSPI SPAUSISIEM .
*(spaysieyem wealjsdn paidnooo ou ale a1y *a'1) weansdn spaysiayem paidnooo Buiaias JoplIod uonelbiw pue Buless e apnjoul Jou SS0p PaysIajem e Jey) 8)edlpul SIOpPLIoD AHAIOBUUOD JO 8NnjeA UOBAISSUOD 8y} Joj syuelg

MoJ B (1) Jayye sem paysiajem ay) pue uoljeAasasuod apadwi Ajues

JOU PINOM UOISN[OXS Jey} PAUILLIBIOP 1HYHD SU} JI UoieubISSp WOolj PapNjoxs 1om (Uor

S3j0Uj004

SUOISNOX® DIWOU0Dd

%8°T 0} anp Je}igey [ednl0 se pajeubisep sa|iW Ul UoioNpal Jusdlad
%Z6lL SUOISN|OXa JWOU0D3 0} 8NP JoedW] DILIOUOIS Ul UOHONPAI JUSdISd
G99'EVT VLS 1eNqeY (20110 J0} pajeubisap seale Jo Joeduw SJWoU0d8 [Bj0
006'28€'€$ SUOISN[OX® JO Joeduw OILWIOUOJ8 Ul UOIONPal [BJ0 |
G95°1€9'21L$ jelqey

|eono se pajeubisap aiom seale |[e JI Joedu| 9IWOouod] WNWIXe|y

- SUON - - 2£°€69% L€€'G6E'CS H (uead( 0} [eBnoysep/Apues) JOpLLIOD BIGUIN|OD JOMOT
- SUON - - L¥'85$ S16'G67$ H sauejnqu L 86109 eiquinjod 201000802} AGQNVS/VIGNNTOO Y3IMOT
- BUON - - 60°'LLS ory's$ H o210 8|be3/R1qWN|0D BIPPIN €1501L02041 AOOH/VIGINNT0D I7adin
- SUON - - 95°6$ 009°€l$ H 3o210 sAei/eiquinjod aIppIN 2150102021 dOOH/VIGWNT0D 31aaln
- SUON - - 4415 0L6'LYL$ H 38819 [lIN/elquiniod 8IppIN 050102021 AOOH/VIFWNT0D 31adIn
- SUON - - LLzies 90v°02€$ H PooH/eIquinjod BIppIN Jeddn 105010201 AOOH/VIFWNT0D 31adIn
- SUON - - ¥G'125$ 12€'v6C$ H Bl[jewn 8xeT JemoT 110102041 YINTIVM IMVI/VIGWNTOD 31aaiiN
- SUON - - 96°'LL$ 621'9e$ H ewn 8eT 8|ppIN 6010102041 YINTIVM IMVI/VIGNNTOD 31aaiiN
- SUON - - 0ze$ ovy's$ H ejinewn exe Jeddn 9010102041 YINTIVM IMVI/VIGNNTOD 31aaiiN
- BUON - - ¥9'LE$ 080'v$ H B|n|[eA\ 8XeT 18moT] 2010102041 YINTIVM IMVI/VIGNNTOD 31aaiiN
- SUON - - 16°2€$ Shy'eres H e|njiep\ oxe seddn 10L0L02Z0LL YINTIVM INVI/VIGNNTOD 31aaiin
- BUON - - 85°9$ ¥8€°0S€$ H uoAue [sjuIZ/IoAry BIQUINIOD 909100201 SAldvy LS3I™Hd/VISNNTOD ¥3ddN
- SUON - - LE0V$ 008°9$ H spidey }salid/eIqun|o) s|ppIN S09100202L SAldvy LS3I™Hd/VISNNTOD ¥3ddN
- SUON - - 65°L€$ 0/6'9€1$ H 981D UOSUBH/IBARY BUIEA 091002021 SAldvy 1S3I™Hd/VISNNTOD ¥3ddN
0€9'586$ Aluo sauenquy S8A - 9z'Ce$ 62'1€$ 0€9'G86$ §08°280°L$ H N 18AIY 93YDJBUBAA JomOT G0L10020LL JIHOLVYNIM
266'20L$ AluQ sauenquy S8A - 00°0€$ JAA AR 266°202$ (4TI H W Aouswinyd/8|o0| 011002021 IIHOLVYNIM
- SUON - - 62'8$ G1'68$ S0¥'909% 8/1'669% H H Jsjemwn | /uoseN €0110020L} IIHOLVYNIM
- SUON - 1828 8LY'LISS H I8N EMEIYD 20110020L} JIHOLVYNIM
- SUON - - ¥9'602$ ovL'L8v$ H JBAIY BHYM 1011002021 JIHOLVYNIM
- SUON - - €0'10L$ GS¥'L6$ H MO||OH PUBS/IBAIY eIquinjo) +¥001L0020LL LVIINI/NVIGNNTOD ¥3addN
- BUON - - S1v8C$ §60'G0C$ H 29|00 YouAkT /1Ay e1quinjo) €00100202L 1VIINI/VIGNNTOD ¥3addNn
G62'8L0°L$ Aluo sauenquy SOA - 80ZL$ or'Lv$ S62'8L0°L$ z€€'816'C$ H N jenu3 e 2001002021 1VIINIVIGNNTOD ¥3addN
- SUON - - CR 414 9€9'25S'1$ H J8AIY Jenuy 100L0020Z} 1VIININVIGNNTOD ¥3addN
€20'919$ AuQ seueinquL SOA - L veELS 10'622$ €20'919$ 8¥9'9€.$ H 4] IBARY MOUYISIN JomOT 208000202} MOHL3IN
- [e]leuoN S8A - 82°06$ S0°06L$ 686'G6.$ 6GG°/80°L$ H W 18Ry MOYIBIN BIPPIN 908000204 1 MOHL3IN
- BUON - - G8'26$ G€0'65e$ H Jonry dsimy 6080002041 MOHLIN
- SUON - - ¥Z'28$ 80°002$ S€9'€19$ S61'699% H H 18AIY yonNMayQ 18mo] +¥0800020L1 MOHLIN
- BuoN - - 000$ 662°€€L$ H JaAry yonmayg Jeddn €0800020Z} MOHLIN
- SuoN - - 00°0$ 68'682$ 058'99¢$ 00}'v6€$ H H JoAY moy)a|y Jeddn 208000201 MOHLIN
- SUON - - 00°0$ oeL'ees H 181y 38077 10800020} MOHLIN
- SUON - - 9/°61$ G18°'202$ H Y9019 dwemg/eiquinjo) Jaddn 605000201 Hd3SOr 43IHO
suolsn|ox3 woyy p Baly uol 3 10} 1 3 ejides ejdes joedwy Joedw) wobeiana +dopuiod paysiajem aweN paysiajep apo) dweN uiseqqns/iun
joedw| ojwouod3 a1qiB13 Ajuo 1oy 3|qIb1g 13d joedwy 1ad joedw Kieynquy |ejo] |enuuy mon fyAnoauuod  Bupeubisap uonesyiuap|
uj uooNpay -sauejnqul  paysiajepy fenquy  [eooT lenuuy lenuuy BupeuBisep  jo jyauag paysiajep
ETUE] |eso] |enuuy Jo Jyousg

Je)IqeH [eonlD se uoneubisaq wouy

UOISN[OX3 10} SPAYSISIEM 3O UOREIBPISUOD (2)(Q)y UoRI9S VS3

sjoedw| ojWOU0d3

ejdes iad [eoo] pue ‘Ajuo-Aienqu] ‘|ejo) |enuuy

sBuijey enjep UoEAIaSUOD

sealy paidnaoQ

‘paysiajem Joafgns ayj puoAaq sjoedwi 1o syoedwi jeuoibal aaey o0y Ajdxijun pue ‘edods ul pauyuod Ajjesiydelboab saiiAloe Y)im pajeloosse S3s09 Y} J0ajial sjoeduwl 91Lou09s (8207 *(S)JOPLUI0D ANAIROSUUOD SY} YIM Pa)eIDOSSE }S00

aU)) SS9| paysialem e Joj }s09 [ejo} [enuue ayj sjussaidal saleinguy Jo joedw olwouods sy “(uostad Jad Jeak sad ($) SJejjop "S°M Ul) SUOHE}NSUOD JO 309 [enuue ejdes Jad ay) se pue ‘(1eak Jad (§) SsJejjop "S™N Ul) SUOIIE)NSUOD / UOIJ8S Y
sa10adg pasabuepu] Jo 109 [enuue [e)0} 8y} se pauodal ale sjoedw olwouoo “jejiqey uonelbiw pue Buless Bureubisap Jo JJaUSd UOBAISSUOD By} S}O8|4a. JOPLI0D ANIAIKBUU0D By} Joj Bunel ay] Ajuo saueinguy ay) Buneubisap Jo Jyauaq
sy s109))04 Bunels sy} ‘spaysisiem paidnaoo Jayjo BuiAIes JOpLI0D AJIAIDUUOD B SOPN[OUl PAYSIoJeM aU) 8JoUM SOSED Ul JO ‘PaysIajem aJijue ay) Joj uoneubisep Jo Jjouaq oy s}oojyel paysialem e Joj Bunes anjea uoneAlasuod ayl (NS3)

Hun Juesyubis Ajueuonnjoa yooulyd uni-buuds JaAry eiquinjo) Jaddn ayy Aq paidnooo spaysisiem pial-Uyl 1oy suoisnjoxa pue ‘syoedwl 91Wouo9s ‘sbuljes snjeA-uoieAlasuod ‘nNS3 yooulyd uni-bulids saAry eiquinjo) saddn “$°q 9jqel




‘NS siyy ui uopeindod [enuasss ‘Jobie| e Jo Jed ale JaAIY SUSdIIND BRI S} Ul Ysly Jey} usAIB uonealasuod spadui Ajued)

12 Jo g abed

IS PINOM LOISN|OX® Jey) Papnjoucd 1HYHO [a]

‘siojoweled AysIoAIp [efjeds pue Ayisionlp [E0160j098 S, ] By} 92.I04ulel
ey} (wep wody uonosjoid pooyy pue JybBnolp se [jom se juswdojersp Jo Yoe| “6-9) Ajjiqels wis} Buol sey paysiarem sy jeys Bunou ‘uoileasssuod spaduw Ajuesalyiubls pinom UoISN[oXa Jey) Papn|ouod | HYHD ayl [e]

*(9S1019X3 UOISN|OXd DIWIOU0DS SIY} Ul SN|EA UOIJEAISSUOD MO| B SE pajeal) sem abeIaAS| MO| UM pPaysiajem anjeA UOlJeAIasUOD Wwnipaw
e “Ba) Bune. anjeA UOIBAISSUOD JOMO] 1X3U SY} YIIM PSJEIOOSSE PloySaly) DILOU0DS dY) PAPaadxa Jey} anjeA UoeAIasuoD wnipaw Jo ybiy e (g) Jo ‘joedw [enuue [e)o} ul 000 $< SNjeA UOBAISSUOD MO] B (|) Jay)ie

Sem payslajem ay) PUe uoijeAsasuod apadwi Ajjuesiyiubis Jou pjnom uoISN|oXa ey} paulwialep | ¥YHD 8y} Ji uoneubisap wolj papnjoxa alam (uonduosap e 1oy }x8) Jodal aas) ,86.I9A8| MO|, SE PBIJIJUSP] SPAYSISIBAN .
“(spaysitajem weasdn paidnooo ou ale alay) “a°1) wealisdn spaysiajem paldnooo Buiaias Joplilod uolelBiw pue Bulieal e apnjoul Jou SS0P PaySIdiem e jey) 91edlpul SIOpLUI0D AJIAIJOBUUOD JO SNjeA UOIIBAISSUOD dy) Joj syuelg

S3j0Uj007

o SUOISN|OX8 ILIOUODS O} NP Jejigey
%00 |eonio se pajeubisep SajiW Ul UOKONPaI JusdIad
%00 SUOISN|OXd DIWLOU0DD

° 0} np jJoedw DWIOUOS Ul UORONPAI JUSIISd
‘ot jejqey [eano
SLY'S5L'9% 104 pojeubisap seale Jo Joedul OIWLOU0IS [BJ0
0$ SUOISNOX® JO Joedw| JIWOUCDS Ul UOIONPaI [ejo |

ejiqey [eonio se pajeubiss)
GLb'552°08 jejiqey [ean pajeubisep

aJom seale |[e j| Joedw| OWOU0DT WNWIXe

- SUON - - 00°0$ ¥29'Ge8$ H ealy aulle|y aloysiesN 6LN
- SUON - - 9'0€€'€$ 09L'2st'L$ H ealy aulle|y aloysiesN 8IN
- SUON - - 16°L0¥'e$ €28°CLL$ H ealy saullejy aloysiesN LIN
- SUON - - €1'699'L$ Gz9'0veS H ealy aulle|y aloysiesN 9IN
- SUON - - 9€'ev6$ ¥€S0v6$ H ealy saullejy aloysiesN GIN
- SUON - - 8v$ 810'65¢$ N Janry ssauabung €00200LLLL VHMI3/SSINIONNA
- SUON - - oL'v$ 8€1°88$ H Aeg winbag 200200LLLL VHMI3/SSINIONNA
- SUON - - CWARS 9l9‘zrL$ H Aeg Aianoosiq 100200k LLL VHMI3/SSINIONNA
- SUON - - frAYAY €Le'vees H 39810 WnoewIyo/molpn Jod 806100121 aNnos 13ond
- SUON - - 6% 692'G8¢$ H desyy 1som 808100LLLL IVYNVYO dOOH
- [qleuoN - SOA 1€901$ 6G.'e8¢e$ W |BJUOIS [eueD POOH Isap Joddn 208100121 IVNVYO dOOH
- SUON - - v’ L2$ SOL'v.LS H Janry 8uddIIND Big 908100LLLL TVYNVYO dOOH
- SUON - - 00°0$ 965'78$ H Janry sdijjemesoq G08L00LLLL IVYNVYO dOOH
- SUON - - 00°0$ ¥0L'vS$ H JBAIY yshgexong 081001121 IVNVYO dOOH
- SUON - - 61°GES ¥oL°2LL$ H JBAIY BWWeH ewweH €08100LLLL IVNVYO dOOH
- SUON - - Lr'8L$ 26Lv0L$ H [ejuol [eUED POOH ISSMN JOMOT 2c08100LLLL IVNVYO dOOH
- [e]euoN - SOA 8222% 61.'v66$ N JBAIY YSIWOoXO)S 102100L121L HSINOXOMS
suolsnjox3g woyy p Jealy U 310} uoisn|ox3g ejded ejded Joedw joedwy «wobelana] » dopLioo paysiajem aweN paysiajepm apo) aweN uiseqqng
joedw| ojwouody a|q1by3 Ajuo 1oy 9|qibI3 Jad joedw Jad joedw Keynqu ) |ejol [enuuy Mo AyAnosuuod  Buneubisap uonesynuap|
uj uononpay -sauejnquU]l  paysiajepm Aeynqu)l  [esoT [enuuy [enuuy Buneubisep  jo jyouag paysiajepm
aiug |e2oT [enuuy 0 Jyjauag

JejIqeH |eanli) se uoneubisag wouy
uoISN|oX3 J0j SPaysIajeM Jo uonesapisuo) (z)(q)y uondes vs3

sjoedw| djwouos3

ejdes Jad |20 pue ‘Ajuo-Aieynqui] ‘|ejo] [enuuy

sbuney anjep uoneAlasuo)

sealy paidnaoQ

‘paysJajem 108lgns ay) puokaq syoedwi
Jo syoedui [euoiBal aney o} Ajayijun pue ‘edods ul paulyuod Ajjeoiydelfoab saliAiloe UM pajeIoosSe S)Soo ay} Jod|jal sjoedul OILOU02d (8007 *(S)JOPLI0D AJIAIZOBUUOD BU} U)IM POJBIDOSSE }SOD SU) SSS| Paysiajem e 1o} }S09 [ejo}
|lenuue ay) sjussaidal saleInguy Jo Joedwl o1wouods oy (uosiad sad Jeak sad (§) sie|jop 'S N ul) SUOHE}NSUOD JO 102 [enuue ejded Jad ay) se pue ‘(1eak Jad ($) SJe|jop "S'N Ul) SUONE)NSUOD / UOI}08s 10y seloadg paltebuepu]
0 1509 [enuue |e)o} 8y} se papodal ale sjoedwi olwouod] “jeyqey uonesbiw pue Buueas Bueubisap Jo JyoUS] UOIIEAISSUOD By} S}O8|)a1 JOpILI0d AJIAIIOBUU0D By} Joy Bunjes ay ) Ajuo sauelnqguy ay) buneubisap jo jyauaq

ay) sjoe)yal Bunel ay) ‘spaysiejem paidnaoo Jayjo BuiAles JOpLUOD AJADSUUOD B SaPN|oUl PAYSISIEM SUj} 8J9YM SOSED Ul JO ‘paysialem aiiua ay) Joj uoneubisap Jo Jiyjousq oy} s}oo|jal paysiajem e 1o} Burjes anjea uolieAlasuod ay |
(NS3) Nun jueoyubis AjeuonN|oAT WNYD unJ-Jawwns [eue) pooH ay) Aq paidnooo spaysiajem plal-Uyl Joj suoisnjoxa pue ‘sjedwi o1wouods ‘sbuijel anjeA-uoijeAIasuo) ‘NS WNYd uni-lawwns [eue) pooH ‘g q d|qeL




12 Jo 6 9bed

*(9S1019X8 UOISN|OX® DILIOUODS SIY} Ul SN|BA UOIEAISSUOD MO| B SE pajeal) Sem abelans| mMo| Uiim paysiojem

aN|EA UOIEAIBSUOD WNIpaw e “'68) Burjes anjeA UOEAISSUOD JOMO] JXBU BU} UHM POJRIOOSSE PJOYSaIy} JIUOUODS By} PEPaadXa Jey} SNnjeA UOIBAISSUOD wnipaw Jo ybiy e (g) 1o ‘Joedw [enuue [ejo} ut 000" L $< ONJEA UOHBAISSUOD MO|
e (]) Jayye sem paysisjem ey} PUE uoiieA1asuod apadwi AJUedIUBIS Jou PNOM UOISN[OXS Jey} paulLLIBlap | ¥YHD 8} ji uoneubisep woly pepnjoxe a1em (uonduosap e 1oy }xa} Hodas 98s) ,06eIoAs| MO], Se PaLUSP! SPOUSISIEM .
“(spaysiaiem weasjsdn paidnooo ou ale a1ay) “'o'1) weansdn spaysiajem paldnooo Buiaas Jopliod uoielBiw pue Buleal B 8pNjoul Jou SEOP paysiajem e ey} )edlpul SIOPLLIOD AJAIKIBUUOD JO BN[EA UOIRAIISUOD aU} 10} siuelg ,

JejiqeH [eanu) se uoneubisaq wouy
uoISN|oX3 10} SPAYSIAJEM JO uoleIapIsuo) (z)(q)y uondes vs3

sjoedw| ojwouody

ejides uad |eo0T pue ‘Ajuo-Aiejnqu] ‘jejo] [enuuy

S3j0U3007
%0 SUOISN|OX® DILIOUODS O}
anp jejiqey [eonuUo se pajeubisap Sa|i Ul UOKONPaI JUadIad
wle suoisnjoxa
2IWOU00d 0} NP JoedUI DILIOU0S Ul UOIINPaJ JUSdIad
125'G8¥'91L$ 1e}IGEY [BONLO 10} pajeubisap seale Jo Joedwi SILIOUOIS [B)O
+66'825% SUOISN[OXd JO Joedwi JIWOUODS Ul UOONpPal [Bj0 ]
8 ¢ jejiqey [eonlo
besL0'LLS se pajeubisap alom seale || I joedw| OIWOUODT WNWIXe
- SUON - - 1£'€69% L€€'G6E'CS H (uead( 03 [eBnoysep/Apues) J0pLIOD BIGIN|OD JMOT]
- SUON - - ¥6'¥€$ 8v8'29$ H Aeg skein €0900080L} NYNOMOTI/SAVHO
- SUON - - 106L$ 2v6'v0T$ H ¥oa1) big 209000801 YIGNNTOD ¥3MO1
- SUON - - 9aT'L$ vLELS v€8'2€$ Yor'LLv$ H H uewsamo) 8050008041 Z11TMOD
- SUON - - £5'6$ €2°02$ gze'eeTs 960'6.€$ H H edey|ipn Jse3 2050008041 Z11TMOD
- SUON - - 65'1$ 162'6v$ N 19AIY SN0 104 yinos 9050008041 Z11TMOD
160°091$ paysisjem aiju3g - SOA 00°0$ 160°091$ S9N W 1BAIY USRI G0S0008041 Z11TMOD
€06'89€$ paysisjem aiju3g - SOA 00'50Z'Le$ 00'502°12$ €06'89¢€$ €06'89€$ 4] 4] 19AIY SINOL 104 YHON 050008041 Z11TMOD
- SUON - - G€'28% ¥€€'865$ H Bld uosxoer €050008041 Z11TMOD
- SUON - - 89'1ZL$ 0€€'6ves H Uewoydo|3/emenowens G0€00080.L FINVISLVYTIO/NVIGNNTOD H3AMOT
- SUON - - ¥0'6v$ XA TARAS H Aypeuseqy/Aueuen #0€00080L1 JINVASLVY1O/VIGNNTOD J3IMO1
- SUON - - 61°'G9$ L¥2'255$ H JOAIY BWEEY 10€00080. 1 JINVASLVY1O/VIGNNTOD J3IMO1
- SUON - - 9z'0$ 8.2€$ [4*1WA4R 1€8°165$ H H JOAIY SIMST JOMOT 9020008041 SIM3AT
SUON - - €L9L$ 89€'928$ H JBAIY SIMaT 304 Jse] 6020008041 SIM3AT
- SUON - - 65€L$ 18€'1€6'e$ H 931D uoweg 6010008021 AANVS/VIGNNTOD ¥AMOT
- SUON - - szes £G6'8G$ 6.8'0Ev$ ¥6.'926$ H H salieinqu | 86109 eiquinjod 20100080LL AANVS/VIGNNTOD HAMOT
- SUON - - 128$ 08€'00v$ H JoAy [EBnoysem 901000801 AQNVS/VIGNNTOO ¥3IMOT
- SUON - - £5'6$ 60'LL$ €19'2/2$ £50'€8¢$ H H 3e819 a|be3/eIquinjod SIPPIN €160102041 AJOOH/VIGNNT0D 31adin
- SUON - - €0'v$ ¥5'6$ ¥0Z'LLES 708'06€$ H H ¥eo19 shein/eiquinjod sIppIN 21S010402) AJOOH/VIGINNT0D 31adin
- SUON - - SL'v$ 192°1v1'2$ H JOAIY uow|eg YA 6050102041 dOOH/NVIGINNT0D 31ddIN
|9X3 w04}  papn|ox3 Baly UOISN|IXT 1O} UOISN|OX] ejdeds ejides joedw joedwy «abelana «dopuiod paysiajem aweN paysiajepy apo) aweN uiseqqng
joedw) olwouosgy a|qibijg Ajuo  JoyajqiByg | Jad joedw)  ad joedwy feynqul  [ejol |enuuy moT Ajianosuuod  BuneuBisap uopieoynuUap|
ur uononpay -saugINqu]  paysiajep Aeynqu)l  |esoT [enuuy lenuuy Bupeubisep  jo jysusg paysiajep
aiuz |eao [enuuy Jo jyauag

sbuney anjep uoneAlasuo)

sealy paidnooQ

‘paysiajem joalgns ay) puoAaq sjoedwi Jo syoedw jeuoibal aaey o0y Aj@xiiun pue ‘edods ul pauyuod Ajjeaiydelfoab saiiAloe Y)IiM pajeIoosse SIS09 8y} Joajial sjoeduwl 91LWoU09d [eo0T (S)JopLIod

AJAI}OBUUOD BU} YIIM PBJBIDOSSE }S0O 8Uj) SSO| PaYSIS)eM B 0} }SOD |B)0) [enuue ay) sjuasaidas salieinguy Jo joedwi o1wouods ay| (uositad sad Jeak Jad ($) sie|jop 'S'M ul) SUOIE)NSUOD JO }1s02 [enuue ended Jad ay) se pue ‘(Jeak Jad ($)
SJe|op "S™N Ul) SUOIE}NSUOD / UOID8S J0Y so10adg pasebuepud Jo 1s00 [BNUUE [e)0} aU) Se pajodal ae sjoedwi olwouod3 “jejqey uonesbiw pue buueas Buneubisap Jo Jjouaq UOHBAIOSUOD SU) S109|J8J JOPLLIOD AJIAIDaUU0D 8y} Joj Bunes ay
‘Ajuo saueinquy ayy Buneubisap Jo Jyauaq ay) sjos|yal Buiel ay) ‘spaysiajem paidnodo Jayjo BuiAIaS JOPLUOD AJIAIZOSUUOD B SBPN|OUl PAYSISIEM SU} I9UM SSED Ul IO ‘PaysIslem alijus ay} Joj uolieubisap Jo Jyauaq ay} s)os|jal paysiajem e

Joy Bunes enjea uoneaasuod syl (NS3) Hun Juedyiubis AjueuoN|oAT wNyD JSARY eIquinjo) oy} Aq pa1dnado spaysialem plal-yil Joj SUOISN|OXe pue ‘sjoedui 91wouods ‘sbunjel anjeA-uoieAlasuo) "NS3 WNYD JaAIY eiquinjo) "9°d djqel




1240 01 obed

*(9S10J9X8 UOISN[OXd DILIOUODS SIU} Ul SN|BA UOIJEAISSUOD MO| B Se pajeal) Sem aBelana| MO| YIiM paysiajem anjeA UOBAISSUOD wnipaw e ““6°9) Buies anjeA UoI)BAISSUOD JOMO|
1XaU 8y} Y)IM PaJeIoOSSE PloySaiy} OILIOU0ID S} Papasaoxe ey} anjeA UOREAIISUOD wnipaw Jo ybiy e (Z) Jo Joedw [enuue [e}o} Ul 000° L $< SNJeA UONBAISSUOD MO| € (1) Joylie Sem paysiajem ayy

“PuUE uoleAIasuoo apadwi AUedyIUBIS JOU PINOM UOISN[OXd JBY) Paulwlialep | HYHD 8y} jl uoleubisap woly papnjoxe aiam (uolduosap e 1oy 1xa} hodal 8as) ,86.1aAd] MO|, SB PaYIUSP! SPAYSISIBA .

*(spaysiajem wealysdn paidnooo ou ale aiey) ') wealjsdn spaysiaiem paidnooo Buiies Jopliiod uonelBiw pue Buleal B apnjoul Jou S0P PaYSIaiem e Jey) 8)edlpul SIOpLU0D AJAIJOBUUOD JO SN|BA UOIBAISSUOD 8Y) IO} SHUBlT

jeliqeH [eonl) se uoneubisag woly
uoisn|ax3 10} SPaysIajepM Jo uoelapisuod (z)(q)y uonoss vs3

sjoedw| d1WoOU0d2]

ejdes sad |e20 pue ‘Ajuo-Aieinqu] ‘|ejo] |enuuy

'S9j0Uj00]
o SUOISN|OX® DIWOU09d 0} anp Jejiqey
%00 1eonlo se payeubisap Sa|iW Ul UOI}ONPaI Juddiad
%00 SUOISN|OXS JIWOU0ID
© 0} anp joedwi JJWOU0I3 Ul UONONPAI JUSIISd
. jelqgey |eanuo
geLes 10} pajeubisap seale Jo joedwl J1LIOU0ID [E}O
suoISN|oxa
08 10 joedW| OJWOU0DS Ul UOIONPaI [eJ0 |
. 1elgey [eonuo se pajeubisap
geL'es a1om seale ||e i }oedw| 21WOU0DT WNWIXE
- BUON - - €0'2€$ €2L'c$ H e adzo coloLooLLt JLNAVTIINO/HOH
SUOISN|OXJ WL} PapNjoX3] ealy UOISN|OXJ J0j UOISN|OX] epdes endeo joeduwy joedw «obeIana] +dopLuod paysiajem QweN paysiajepy apoo aweN uiseqqng
joedw| s1wouody 113 Aluo 1oy 9|qibyg | aad joedw) aad joedw) Aieynquy  |ejol |enuuy Mo AyAnosuuos  Buneubisep uoleaynuap|
ul uoyyoNpay -saueINqu]  paysiajepm Aieynquy  [eso7 [enuuy |enuuy Buneubisep  jo Jyousg paysiolepy
aipug |e207 |enuuy Jo Jyauag

sBuney anjeA uoneAIasuo)

sealy paidnaoQ

‘paysialem 108(gns ay) puoAaq syoeduw Jo sjoedwi jeuoibal aaey o} Aj@yiun pue ‘edoos ul pauluod Ajjesiydelboab

SOIJIAIOR YIIM PaJBID0SSE S)S00 8U) 109|484 sjoedwil 91LOU0DD (8207 *(S)JOPLUIOD AJIAIIDBUUOD BU) UM PaJEIDOSSE 1S00 aU} SSO| Paysiajem e 10} 1S09 [B]0) [enuue oy} sjussaidal sauenguy Jo joedul 9juouods

oy ‘(uosiad sad Jeak sad ($) siejjop "S'M ul) sUOIE}NSUOD JO 100 [enuue ejided uad ay) se pue ‘(Jeak Jad ($) sJejjop "S°'n ul) SUOIIB}NSUOD / UONas Joy so10ads passbuepus Jo }SOO [BnUUE [E]0} By} SB
papodal ale sjoedwi olwouod ‘jeygey uonelbiw pue Buleal Bueubisap Jo }ijoUSQ UOBAIBSUOD SY} S109|4a4 JOPLLI0D A)ADSUUOD 8y} Joy Bunes ay] “Ajuo sauenqguy ayy Buneubisap Jo Jyauaq ayj s}oafyal bunel
ay} ‘spaysiajem paldnoaoo Jayjo BUIAISS JOPLIOD AJIAIDBUUOD B SBPN|OUl PBYSIS)EM SU} 8J9ym SOSED Ul JO ‘paysiajem aiijud sy} Joj uolieubisap jo Jyauaq oy} sjoajyal paysiajem e oy Buijes anjeA uoijeAIasuod
ayl “(NS3) nun uesyubis Ajueuonnjong akexo0s aye a9z ay} Aq paldnaoo spaysiajem plal-Uyly Joj SUoIsnjoxa pue ‘sjoedul 1wouods ‘sbuljes anjeA-uojealasuo) ‘NS akayoos aye] a)39zQ "2°d dlqel




1240 L abed

SUON - z€°€69% LEE'S6ECS H (ueaoQ 0} |eBnOYsEAN/APUES) JOPLIOD BIGUINIOD JOMOT
- SUON - - PAA: G16'G6Y$ H sauejnqu L 96109 eiquinjod 10100080} AQNVS/VIGNNTOD ¥3IMOT
- SUON - - 60°L1$ ovy's$ H %9819 8|Be3/e1quwN|oD BIPPIN €160L0L02L QOOH/VIGNNTOD 31adIN
- BUON - - 95°6$ 009°€L$ H yo819 sAeso/eiquiniod aIpPIN 2150102021 dJOOH/NVIGNNTOD 31adIN
SUON - - 4435 0L6'LYLS H %9319 [lIN/eIqIn|oD IPPIA #0G010£0LL AOOH/VIGNNT0D 31adIN
SUON - - Lrzies 90¥'02€$ H PooH/elquinjod alppI Jaddn 1050102041 JOOH/VIGWNTOD 31adIN
- SUON - - 51268 12€'762$ H Blljewn exeT jamo 711010201 YINTIVM 3XVTI/VIGANTOD 37aaiN
- SUON - - 96°L1$ 6217'9€$ H e||yewn 8xeT s|ppIN 6010102021 YINTIVM INVTIVIGNNTOD 31adiN
- SUON - - 0z'e$ orv's$ H ewn axeT Joddn 9010102041 YINTIVM IXVTI/VIGANTOD 37aalN
- SUON - - ¥9°Le$ 080'v$ H E|Nnjiepm a3eT Jemo 201010401 YINTIVM 3AV/VISWNNTOO 31adIN
SUON - 16°2€$ Shy'er6$ H e|njiep oxe Jeddn 10101020LL YINTIVM 3AV1/VISNNTOO 31adIN
- SUON - - 62C$ 85°9$ S¥Z'0LLS 829'02S$ H H uoAue) [ajuIZ/IoA BIquInjo) 9091002041 SdIdvyd 1S314d/VIgNNTOD ¥3ddn
- SUON - - 80°L€$ LE0v$ 6.8'GZ$ 6.,9'2€$ H H spidey 1salid/eiquinjod aIpPIN 50910020} SAldVY 1S3IYd/VIGNNTOD ¥3ddn
- SUON - - zeels 6G°L€$ 8EV'VELS 80v'122$ H H 9910 UOSUBH/IBARY BUINEA 0910020} SAldVY 1S31¥d/VINNTOD ¥3ddn
- [e]ouoN - SOA ¥€£08% 160'089$ W 39910 qeld JamoT 60510020} gvyd0 ¥3IMO1
Y0Z'LELS paysisiem aipuz SOA 65°G91L$ Y0Z'LELS bl 39810 dxeussey 0210020} 337N0O SISON
- SUON - - 28'62$ ¥8'8€$ ¥OL'LL0'LS  08T'€LLLS H H JBAIY 93YDJBUB A JOMOT G0 100204} JIHOLYNIM
- [plouoN SOA - 06'G€$ 8eLELS 6v5'2rL$ 6v0'20€'L$ H W onswnyd/s[o1o| 0110020} J3IHOLYNIM
- SUON - - 19C1$ 9v'68$ 1€0°119$ 0LL'v0L$ H H Jsemwin | juoseN €01 10020} 33IHOLYNIM
- SUON - - 182$ z€8°'LLSS H JBAY emeIyD 2011002021 IIHOLVYNIM
SUON - ¥9'602$ ovL'L8Y$ H JOARY BHUM 10110020LL JIHOLYNIM
- SUON - - S€'0$ €0°'L0L$ 628'2e$ ¥82'0€L$ H H MOJ|OH puES/IaAIY EIquIN|oD 0010020} LVILNINVIGNNTOD ¥3ddN
- SUON - - 86'8% 16°982$ 805'8Z$ €09'€€Z$ H H 99In0D YoukT/eAry elquinjod €0010020Z} LVILNIVIGNNTOD ¥3ddn
611'980°'L$ AuQ seueinquy SBA - ozeLs 25 LYS 611°980°L$ GG1'956'C$ H [} jenu3 exen 2001002021 1VILINI/VIGNNTOD ¥3ddn
- SUON - SY'65C$ 260'855°L$ H J9AR Jenu3 100L0020LL 1VILNINVIGNNTOD ¥3ddn
18€'GEL'YS$ paysisiem aiguz SOA 9z's$ 18€'GEL'YS W uepyy Jemo €0600020L} NVI3IHO IHV1
- SUON - - S9'GYL$ 9z°0ve$ 690'2€9$ ¥69'25.$ H H J9ARY MOYIBI JoMoT] £0800020LL MOHLIN
- SUON - - vZLLLS 1goLz$ 6€1°268$ y0L'8YL LS H H JBAY MOYISIN BIPPIN 90800020} MOHLIN
- SUON - - vL16$ 65¥'95€$ H Jany dsim 0800020} MOHLIN
- SUON - - £€8'€9$ 89°9/1$ 22e'109$ 280°259$ H H JOARY yoNMaYY Jemo] #0800020LL MOHLIN
SUON - - 00°0$ 662°€EL$ H JaAry yonmeyd Jaddn €0800020LL MOHLIN
- BUON - - 00°0$ 68'68¢$ 656'99€$ 60Z'v6€$ H H 1oAY moyjey Joddn 20800020LL MOHLIN
- SUON - - 00°0$ 0eL'ee$ H JoAIY 3507 10800020/} MOHLIN
- SUON - - ¥1'¥02$ GET'90L$ H JOARY] USBWEN|IS JOMOT] 0200020} NIIWVTTINIS
- [o]euoN SOA - 111€18 80°0v1L$ 020'SSv$ 0/2'z8v$ H W 1oAY uebouexQ JomoT S0900020Z} NVOONVMO
- 8UON - - (4514 16'82$ 0vz'zoes 961°L¥€$ H H Y9819 3ewQ/uaAry ueboueso 0900020} NVOONVMO
- SUON - - 69ZiC$ §91°225$ H %9910 uowjes €0900020Z} NVOONVYMO
- [aJeuoN SOA - 60'6.$ 09'96% z88'8vv$ 201°'905$ H W #9810 sedeuog/ionry ueboueso 20900020} NVOONVMO
- [eJouoN SOA - 18°901L$ 8C'621$ (A4 AVES 121'v28$ H W JaAry uebouexQ Jeddn 109000201 NVOONVYMO
- SuoN - - 968 G18'202$ H #9810 dwemg/eiquinjog seddn §0S000Z0Z } Hd3sor 43IHO
SUON - zL9$ 199$ S96'7L$ GZe9L$ l 1 Jeyemwn | /uepior 0500020} Hd3SOr 43I1HD
8E¥'648 paysisie aipuy - SOA €2°0918 8EV'648 SOA 1 39910 18)so4 €050002041 Hd3SOr 43I1HD
SUOISN|OXJ W04}  PapNnjox3 ealy UOISN|9X3J JOj uoIsSN|oxX3 ejides ejdes joedw) joedw)| «obeIana] » dopLLIoD paysiajem aweN paysisjepy apoo aweN uiseqqng
joedw| ojwouod3 a1q1B113 Aluo 1oy 9jqiblg | sad joedwy Jad joedw) Kieynqup |ejo] |enuuy Mo fyanosuuod  Buneubisap uonesyiuap|
ul uoyoNpay -soueINqUl  Paysiajepm Aleynqul  [e207 [enuuy lenuuy Bupeubisep o jysusg paysiajepm
aug |e207 [enuuy J0 Jyouag
jejiqeH [eonlI) se uoneubisaq wouy sjoedw| olwouod3 sbuney anjeA uoneAlasuo) sealy paldnooQ
uolIsn|ox3 1o} Spaysiajepn Jo uonesapisuo) (z)(q)y uonyoss ys3 ejdes iad |20 pue ‘Ajuo-Aienqu] ‘|ejo] |enuuy

‘paysiarem Joafqns ay} puokaq syoeduwi Jo syoedwi [euoibas aaey 0} Al@yiiun pue ‘0dods uj pauluod AjjeaiydelBosB saAIO. Y)iM PaJeIOOSSE S}S00 8y} J08|4as Sjoedull OJWOU0DS (8907 *(S)JOPLIOD A}AINOBUUOD BU} UIMm

Po}eIO0SSE JS00 BU) SS8| PaySJajem e 1o} }S02 [e)o} [enuue sy} sjuasaidal salejngu) Jo joedw) olwouods 8y “(uosiad Jad Jeak sad ($) siejjop "S'M Ul) SUOIe}NSU0 Jo }s02 [enuue eydeo Jad ay) se pue ‘(1eak Jad (§) sie|jop 'S’ Ul) SUOREHNSUOD
/ uonoss oy seloadg pasebuepul Jo }s00 [enuue [e)jo} 8y} se papodal ale sjoedw ojwouod “jelqey uonesBiw pue Buuess Buieubisep Jo jiyeuSq UOIBAIBSUOD U} S}O8|}a] JOPLU0D AJIAIOBUU0D By} Joy Buijes 8y “Ajuo saueinquy ay) Buijeubisep
1O JyeURq By} S1o8yes Buljes ay) ‘spaysiajem paidnodo Jayjo BuiAIes JOpLI0D AJAIZOBULOD B SBpN[oUl PAYSISJEM BU) 818YM SBSED Ul 10 ‘PaYSI8}EM BJ13US 8Yj} Joj Uoieubisap JO Jjauaq sy} Sjoa|jal paysiajem e 1oy Bulies anjeA uoieAIasuod

ayl (NS3) nun ueoyubis AeuonnoaT pesy|as)s JaAry eliquinio) Jjaddn sy Aq paidnooo spaysiajem piay-Uul Joj SUOISN[OXa pue ‘sjoedwl 2jwouods ‘sBuljel an[eA-UoIIBAISSUOD) ‘NST Peay|adls JaAry eiquinjo) Jaddn g ajqel




12 40 g} abed

‘sainjesadwsa) ybiy o} paydepe
Iyxa os|e Aew eale S|y} Ul peay|es)s ‘A19A09a1 pue UoIleAIasSUO0D Joj asn [enusjod Jueoyiubis yum jeyqey Bulumeds Jo so|iw {7z Sulejuod paysiajem siy) jey) Buijou ‘uoneasasuod spadwi Ajuesyiubls pjnom uoisnjoxs Jey) papnjouod 1 YyYHD [8]
‘suoye A19A0081 Jua.LIND JO SN0y Juepodwl UE S| pue sieyempeay ay} ul jeyigey Bulumeds peay|asls poob sey 3ea19 a[o10] ey} Buijou ‘uoneasasuoo apadwi Ajuesyiubls pjnom uolsnjoxa ey} papnjouod | ¥vHO [pl

Alenbiun syes Aiojsiy-ay

U0D Wasulew pajelousiap Jo Jybil ul Ajjeroadse uonendod siy) Joj [eronio aie (39819 dno dnoT ““68) sjenqey Asejnguy Buiutewal payiwi 8y} jey) bunou ‘uopeAalasuod apadwi Ajuesyiubis pjnom uoisnjoxa yey} papnjouod | ¥yHD [0]
‘seale weasysdn ||e woly sajiuaAn( Joj jeyqgey Buueas Atenguy Juepoduwi sepiroid ueBboueyQ sy Jo eale siy| “Buieal sjuaanf

10adse sjejiqey Alejngu) a3ew suonpuoo papeifap asay| "suonipuod papeibap 0} anp punoi-leak uebouesQ Wajsulew ay} Ul Jejigey uo Ajal Jouued peay|ea)s Jey) Bunou ‘uoneAlasuod apaduwi Apuesyiubis pjnom uoisnjoxa jeyy papnjouod 1¥yHD [a]

yoddns o} Juepoduwi A

‘seale wealjsdn ||e wouy sajuaAn( Joy jeyqey Buleals Aieynquy Juepodwi sapiaoid osje uefoueyQ ayj jo eale siy] ‘Bulieas ajuaanf

100dsa sjejiqey Alejngu} ayew suonipuod papelbap asay] "suonipuod papefiap 0} anp punol-eak uebouey wajsulew sy} ul Jejiqey uo Ajal Jouued peay|aa)s yeyy bunou ‘uonjealasuod apadwi Ajuesyiubis pinom uoisnjoxa Jey} papnjouod | HyYHO [e]
*(9S1019X9 UOISN|OXd DILIOUOIS SIY} Ul BN[EA UOJEAIISUOD MO| B SB pajeal) Sem abelans| mo| yim

paysiajem anjea UOIEAIISUOD Wnipaw & ““6:9) Bunes anjeA UoIeAISSUOD JOMO] IXaU B} UM PaJeIdosSe Ploysaly) dILIOU0Id U} papaadxa Jey) anjeA UORBAISSUOD wnipaw Jo ybiy e (z) Jo ‘oedw [enuue B0} Ul 000" | $< @NJeA UOIIeAIaSUOD

Mo B (1) Jayjle sem paysiajem ay) pue uoneasasuod apadui Ajuesyiubls Jou pjnom UOISN|OXa Jey} pauluwialep | HYHO auj ji uoijeubisap wolj papnjoxa aiam (uonduosap e 1oj 1xa) Hodal 9as) ,06e1ans| MO|, Se Paljuapl SPAYSISIEAN

‘(spaysiajem wealsdn paidnooo ou ale alay) “a'1) wealisdn spaysiajem paidnooo Buiaas Jopluoo uonelbiw pue Buleal B apnjoul Jou Sa0p paysialem e jey} 9)edipul SI0pLIoD AJAIJSUUOD JO SNjeA UOIBAISSUOD aU) Joj syuelg

yoddns o} Juepoduwi A

1S9j0Uj004

%50 SUOISN[OX DIWLOU0IS

° 0} anp jejigey [eonuo se pajeubisap sajiw Ul UoloNPal JusdIad

%9 SuoISN[oxe
%9'ee 21WIOU03 0} aNp Joedwi OIWOUOd Ul UOIONPaAI JUSdIad
195'9/9'02% jeyqey [eanuo 1oy pajeubisap seale Jo joedwl OILIOUODd |80 |
8¥1°2€0'9$ SUOISN|OX® JO Joedu OILUOUODS Ul UOIONPaI [ejo ]
o 1elIqey [eofuo
slL'80L'9cs se pajeubisap a1om seale ||e Ji }oedw| JIWOU0dT WNWIXe|




1z jo ¢l abed

- SUON - - 00°09€'v$ v62'29$ H 39a1) uiseg ¥2102090L1 NOWIVS ¥3ddn
BUON - 00°0$ Lov'eL$ H s0810 AsjleA Joddn €2102090L1 NOWIVS d3ddn
- SUON - - £0°02$ 1L°99Y$ ov8'er$ 8€0'50L$ H H Yo819 uou|pfea1) Asjlep 22102090LL NOWVS ¥3ddn
- SUON - - 00°0$ fora AR H 38310 8xeT ysypay 1210209021 NOWIVS d3ddn
- SUON - - 00°0$ 98L'zeL$ H 38810 9xeT sednyy 02102090} NOWVS ¥3ddn
- SUON - - £2'€88'G$ €eT'Lves H JaAry uowles seddn 6110209021 NOWIVS d3ddn
- SUON - - 000$ 00°0$ S09°ZL$ 500'€8$ H H 30819 AINf Jo YUNOL/18AlY uowles 81102090L1 NOWVS ¥3ddn
BUON - 08'S29$ ¥.'8/2'2$ G0'09$ SIS'VLLS H H 39810 Jaysid/IoAly uowieg 2110209021 NOWIVS d3ddn
SUON - 11°6$ 19°219'9$ 181°16$ /81'01z$ H H Y919 ouised Biganry uowles G11020902} NOWVS ¥3ddn
- BUON - - 00'09Z'6v$ 192'96v$ H 0810 sbuuds uuem 110209021 NOWIVS d3ddn
- [eJouoN SOA - 65°G0€$ 1z81T'e$ 6LY'SYLS 6lz'cees H W 38310 Sje|S/IdAY uowles €11020904} NOWVS ¥3ddn
- BUON - - S1'6€2$ 78'G96$ GEG'05$ §eT'e8$ H 4] 39310 oIl UIM/18ATY uowleg 110209021 NOWIVS d3ddn
- SUON - - 00°0$ ¥5L'2$ H 39910 eluewsy 11102090} NOWVS ¥3ddn
- SUON - - 00°0$ €L0°25$ H JaAry uowles o4 Jse3 Jeddn 0110209021 NOWTVS d3ddn
- BUON - - 00'0$ 60'606'6$ £82°0€$ €82'6€1L$ H H 9019 Japjnog Big/iaAry uow|es 104 ise3 60102090/} NOWTVS ¥3ddn
- SUoN - - 19'990'62$ 892'0LL$ H 39810 ploH 801020902} NOWIVS d3ddn
290°1€$ paysisjep aijug - SBA 00°081°2$ 290°1€$ al 38310 peoy 20102090.1} NOWVS ¥3ddn
- BUON - - 14415 §€'260'C$ zee'19% zzeo6zs$ H H 39910 PlEUOON/IBARY Uow|es Y104 }se3 6010209021 NOWIVS d3ddn
- SUON - - 09'8$ oLeLLs 810°'20L$ 8LL'YELS H H %9310 8sioykeg/ionry uowles ¥0102090L1 NOWVS ¥3ddn
- SUON - - L0118 50°922$ ¥26'06$ 208'862$ H H sllleyd/ianry uowjes 101020902} NOWIVS d3ddn
- SUON - - €0°0€$ 8€2'91$ H MEUS JO UINOW 001109021 YA IMVYNS ¥3IMOT
- SUON - - ¥6°0CL$ §29'ceLs H 3o810 A0D dN/IBAY BXeUS €001109021 H3IAIY IHNVYNS H3IMOT
- SUON - - 0€'S.Y$ §/€'56$ H 39910 JOM[BMISATY 9XeuS 1001 1090L1L YIAIL IMVYNS ¥3IMOT
09¢'L$ paysisjep aipug - SOA seT$ 09¢'L$ S9A 1 I3 8snojed Jamo7 8080109021 Y3IAIE 3SNOTVd
- SUON - - 1168 86'022$ 2e0'sl$ zeL'e6$ H W 39910 BMEMBUDJ/IDAIY deus 80.01090L1L NONNVONL/INVYNS ¥3IMOT
- SUON - - 62°€$ ¥8°0L$ 265$ 256'L$ H H 19Al] uouuedn] Jamo7 1020109021 NONNVYONL/aMVYNS ¥3IMO1T
- SUON - - 66'¢6$ sze'eres H JaAry uouuean] Jaddn 90£01090L1L NONNVONL/INVYNS ¥3IMOT
98%'G.$ paysisjep aipug - SOA 8.0$ 98¥'G/$ SOA 1 39810 eyejed 6020109021 NONNVYONL/aMVYNS 43IMO1T
655'81$ paysisjep aijug - SBA [4ATH] 655'8L$ S9N hl 38310 jeld 0010901 NONNVONL/INVYNS ¥3IMOT
- SUoN - - 20°.€$ G66'6$ 1 @810 uewpesg €020109021 NONNVYONL/aMVYNS 43IMO1T
- BUON - - 000$ €5 1Y$ [4%] 8G66°99v$ SOA H al uoAueg sojdalg/iony axyeus 20.01090.1L NONNVONL/INVYNS ¥3IMOT
- SUON - 1Z1$ 627'L$ N 3o810 emody 1020109021 NONNVYONL/aMVYNS 43IMO1
- SUON - - 0z'1s$ 0Z'1S$ ovL'LyLS ovL'LyL$ H H 38810 93UDJEUBIN/ISARY SPUOY SpUBID JOMOT £0901090.1 JANOY IANVYHO ¥3IMOT
- SUON - - 000$ 000$ SvZ'z6L$ SvZ'z6ls$ H H 30810 ydasor 1emo 9090109021 JANOY JANVYHO H3IMO1
- SuoN - - 00°0$ 00'0$ 029°zeT$ £2T'eres H H %9910 ydasor saddn 5090409021 JANOY JANVYO ¥IMOT
- SUON - - 00°0$ 00S'0v$ H 38810 snuwiusayo 090109021 JANOY FANVYHO "3IMO1
- SUON - - 00°0$ GGS'0S1$ H JBAIY BYBUSM €0901090.1 3ANOY FANVHO ¥IMOT
SUON - L0°G12$ 206128 668'192$ 668'192$ H H 38310 PNIN/ISAY Spuoy Spuel 2090109021 JANOY FANVYHO "3IMO1
BUON - 00'0$ 00'0$ 060'82€$ 060°82€$ H H BMOPUOY/IBARY BpUoy 8puelis 10901090} JANOY FANVYHO ¥IMOT
- SUON - - 18'v$ €€°0L$ 006'2v$ 092'vv$ H H I3ARY BMOJ[EA JOMOT] 9050109021 HIAAE VMOTIVM
- SUON - - 00'0$ 0L0°'L¥$ H JBAIY weuly G0S01090.1L HIAIE VMOTIVM
- SUoN - - £T9% 686'GS$ H 9810 Jeag 050109021 HIAAE VMOTIVM
- SUON - - 19'1$ 1928 Srp'es S08'v$ H W 19A1Y EMOJ[eAN BIPPIN €0501090.1L HIAIE VMOTIVM
- SUoN - - €L€CL$ 125'69$ H 18N dupso] 2050109021 HIAAIE VMOTIVM
- SUoN - - S9v$ 125'29% H JaAry emojiep Joddn 10501090.1 HIAIE VMOTIVM
SUON - 6v'2$ 86'81$ 9/£'691$ 508'50Z$ H H 9810 UIGeD/Id9Al SpuUoy dpuels L1¥0L0902) H3IAIY IANOY IANVHO H3ddn
- SUON - - 68°298% 60€°2Le$ H Y9819 sse|Bbuioo 0L%01090.1L YIAIY IANOY FANVYHO ¥3ddN
- SUON - - 0see$ VAR 41 GGE'GLLS LyL'vyL$ H H 39810 UEBIPU|/IBAR] SpUOY dpueld 6070109021 H3IAIY IANOY IANVHO H3ddn
- SUON - - r'6L$ 206'16$ H 80%01090Z} YIAIY 3ANOY FANVYO ¥3ddn
- SUON - - z8ees z8'ees GL0'9EL$ L19'971$ H 4] 39310 [IIIN/4BARY SpuUoy dpuelo 10¥0109021 H3IAIY IANOY IANVHO H3ddn
- SUON - - 19'L$ 06°C$ 128'09$ Sey'el$ H W 38910 ppe 90%01090.1 Y3IAIY IANOY FANVYHO ¥3ddN
SUON - 09'6$ 8LL'zvL$ H 39810 sulsyed G0¥01L09021 H3IAIY FANOY IANVHO H3ddn
BUON - 8Lv$ 8Lv$ 188'6Y1$ 188'6v1$ H H 39310 SHUIOd BAI4/I8ARY SpUOY dSpuel 0¥01090.1} ¥IAIE IANOY IANVYHO d3ddn
- SUON - - 68'€02$ 68'€02$ 6.€2€2$ 6.€'c€2$ H H 393810 JaAeag/Ianly spuoy spuelo €0701090L1 H3IAIY JANOY IANVYHO H3ddn
- BUON - - €0'959'c$ 980'80v$ H 38910 MOpEsS 20%01090.1L Y3IAIY IANOY FANVYHO ¥3ddn
- SUON - - 00°0$ 6598'607$ H JaAry Bpuoy spueld Jaddn 100109021 H3IAIY IANOY IANVHO H3ddn
- BUON - - 1re$ sz6e$ 60S'68$ 602'8€C'1$ H H %9210 uyor uteded/ionry ayeus €0€01090LL NILOSV/aXVYNS ¥3IMOT
- SUON - - €9C$ v.2'€6€$ H JBAY unosy 20€0L09021 NILOSV/aXMVNS 43aMO1
- BUON - - 00'0$ 00°00¥'82€$ €18'8G1$ €19'518$ H H Bingsiaboy/ieny axyeus 10€01090LL NILOSV/aXVYNS ¥3IMOT
- SUON - - 00°0$ 00°0$ 8.T'stv$ 8.2'Svv$ H H 191 BYEUW| JOMOT] G0201L09021 H3AAIE YHYNNIL
- BUON - - 05°0$ 05°0$ [44: 2405 ze8'viLg H H yea19 desys s 020109041 H3IAIL VHYNWI
- SUON - - 00°0$ 662'052$ H o810 deays big €0201L09021 H3IAIE YHYNNIL
- BUON - - 09'e$ 09°€$ 1£9°'962$ 1£9'962$ H H J9A1Y Byeuw| 3|ppIN 20201090LL H3IAIL VHYNWI
SUON - 0€°0e€$ LYS'v61$ H Janry eyeuw| Jaddn 10201090} H3AAIE YHYNNIL
- SUON - - 19'765$ 197658 ¥29'se$ $29'se$ H H 38310 SPINJ/ISATY SXeuS 01010901} NOANVO ST13H
- SUON - - €9'76$ €9'76$ 110'5.$ 110'G2$ H H 39910 BRSD/I9AIY dYeuUS 2010109021 NOANVO ST113H
- SUON - - Lv'zes oze'Le$ H 931D SHUBID/IBAY dYeus 10L0L090LL NOANVO ST713H
- SUON - - 209% ¥8€'05€$ H uoAue [sjuiz/IeAry BIqUIN|OY 9091002021 Sdidvd 1S31-dd/VIGWNTO0D ¥3ddn

19X3 wouy ealy |9X3 10} I ejded eynded joedw) joedw) ~obeIana » Jopuiod paysiajem aweN paysiajep apo) dwen uiseqqng

joedw| olwouod3 a|qib13 Ajluo 10} 31qib13 Jad joedwy Jad joedwy Keynquy |ejo] |enuuy Mo Ayanoauuod  BuneubBisap uonesynuap|
uj uolonpay -seueINqU)  paysiajem Aejnquy  [eson [enuuy lenuuy BuneuBisap  jo Jyouag paysiajepm
amugz |e207 [enuuy 0 Jyeuag
JejiqeH [eanl) se uoneubisaq wouy sjoedw| d1Wouod] sBuiey anjep uoEAIaSUO) sealy paldnooQ
uoISN|oX3 10} SPaysIajep JO uonesapisuod (z)(q)y uondas ys3 epded Jad [e207 pue ‘Ajuo-Aienqui] ‘[ejo] [enuuy

‘paysiajem 1098(qns ay} puokaq sjoedw Jo sjoedw euoibal aaey 0} Ajdyiun pue ‘edoos ul pauyuod Ajjealydelboab saliAloe YIIM pajeloosse S)Soo auy)
109|484 Sjoedwl OIWOU0ID [8207] *(S)IOPLLOD ANAIIOBUUOD B} YIM PSJEIOOSSE }SOD BU} SS8| Paysialem e Joj }S0J [e}o} [enuue ay) sjuasaldas salejnguy Jo Joedwi oiwouods sy “(uostad Jad Jeak Jad ($) sIejjop "S'N ul) suoieynsuod Jo sod [enuue eyded Jad
ay) se pue ‘(Jeak uad ($) Siejjop "S'N ul) SUOIENSUOD / UOIDSS JOY Sa10adg palsbuepu] Jo }sod [enuue |Bjo} 8y} se papodal aue sjoedwi olwouodg “jejigey uonelbiw pue Buuea. Buijeubisap Jo Jjousq UOIBAISSUOD S} S}O3)Ja] JOPLUOD AJIAIZOSUUOD S} 10}

Bunel ay] *Ajuo saueinguy sy Buneubisap Jo Jeuaq ay) s1os|el Burel ay) ‘spaysiayem paidnooo Jeyjo BuIAISS J0PLLIOD AJIAIDBUUOD B S8pNjoul PAYSISIEM U} I19YM SISED UJ JO ‘paysialem aljjua ay} Joj uoneubisap Jo Jjeuaq ey} Sjoo|jel Paysiajem e Joy
Buijes enjea uoneAsasuod ay] “(NSJ) Hun WedlubIS Alieuonn|oag peay|aa)s uiseq JaAly 8)eus ayl Aq palidnooo spaysiayem plal-yyls 1oy SUOISn|oxa pue ‘sjoedwl 9jwouods ‘shuljel anjeA-uoleAIasuo) NS peay|as)s uiseq JaAlY ayeus "6'd a|qel




€08'GY$

0L1'Ge$

69v'06$

9L

‘8€l$

paysiajep auug
QuUON
BUON
N
EIN
QUON
BUON
QUON
BuoN
QUON
EIN
QUON
SUON
QUON
BuoN
QUON
BUON
QuoN
BuoN
QUON
BUON
QUON
N
QUON
BUON
QuoN
BuoN
QuUON
BUON
QuUON
BuoN
BUON
BUON
QUON
BUON
QuoN
auoN
QUON
SUON
BUON
BUON
QUON
auoN
QUON
paysiajep auug
auoN
EON
QUON
BUoN
[plouoN
EN
auoN
paysiajep auug
QuoN
BUON
QUON
BuoN
QUON
BUON
QUON
EIN
QuUON
BUON
QUON
BUON
QuoN
BuoN
QuoN
BUON
BUON
BuoN
QUON
paysiajep auug
auoN
BuoN
QUON
auoN
[o]ouoN
BuoN
auoN
[aleuon

00°0$

000$

00°0$
000$
000$

00'0$

00°0$
00°0$

00°0$

00°0$
00°0$

00°0$

00°0$

000$

8’z
68°£02$
£5°8vc$
S9LLS

¥S'L$
82°552$
$5°G1$

ZE'0E0'L$

00°0$

00°0$

z1'95$
16°09$
08'9€$
85vL$
0L€$
veers
29'62$
2G°291$

80'6L1$
6985

00'0$

00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00°0S€'9L$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
000$
00'0$
00°GEE VLS
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
€z 128
000$
00'0$
¥0'2$
00'0$
00'0$
8v'z$
68'202$
€5°8vZ$
S9'LLS
9v'615$
¥S'L$
82°552$
¥5'6L$
00'0$
2€062'9L$
00'0$
00'0$
00°502°12$
00'0$
00'0$
000$
00'0$
91'689'2$
00'0$
21'95$
15°09$
08'9€$
96'81$
LE0LLS
oLes
16'L$
99°0€.$
00°002°02$
29'602'2$
00'0$
¥Z'€56'L$
66'G91$
80'6L1$
geeeLs
y1'€56'C$
9e'e$
18'801$
01'982'v$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$

9v1'62$

1GL'vES
ove'ses

G/9'e$
vLL'YS

202'2$

SzL'v$
9z.'61$

¥66'€$

956'9$
067'G$

69L°21$

621'LL$

129'eS$

820'19$

¥8Y'15$

982'99$

061'8€$

127'95$
221'0L18
601'99%

¥.6'85%

Lv0'9€$

0v8'6.$

682°02L$
S19'2L$
0L2'9L8
zzr'e6$
0€0°2€$
091'9Z1$
¥0L'90L$
YL1v'12$

292'8€L$
£95'76$

0zl'e6e$

€08'GH$
9v1'6z$
280'65$
0£0'9%
165'95$
606'LL$
0v6°29%
ST Y8
PLLYS
805'L$
6v8'C$
868'08%
102'2$
¥98'7L$
€06'71$
SZL'Y$
9z5'Lv$
1¥'T$
S90'15$
§5€'98$
6£2'88$
¥66'€$
9zL'L$
956'9$
061'G$
S¥0'L$
yZL'L$
L0Z'LL$
126'22$
09L'71L$
691°LL$
26€°L0LS$
GGE'SYS$
€56'L$
Sv.'1e$
09L'0L$
6ZL'LL$
7L¥'80L$
190°65$
129'e5$
820'19%
¥8%'LG$
982'99%
061'8€$
01'se$
1Zv'9G$
6.L°08L$
601'99%
Shr'e$
v.2'seLS$
068'22$
110'9€e$
69v'06$
yre'oes
00Z'18$
£02'5€$
9z€'5$
Le€'19$
22L'09%
682'021$
8.2'88%
04L'9L$
00€'vLLS
€80'0L$
2€9'LY$
9z8'881$
096°'952$
99€'501$
y06°'221$
£29'0v$
v16°'18$
12e'sr$
29.°8€1L$
€97'50L$
vEL'ELLS
€25'25$
06v'CLLS
192'682$
€61°0v$
98e'vv$
0ZL'9ev$

1z jo y| abed

IITT

T

ITITITITT

ITT

IITTITT

I

ZEII=Z=Z=ZII=Z=ZI=ZIIIIIII>SII=ZIIIII=ZI-JZZILIIIEZIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII=AIIIZ=A

Yoa1D paejien Big

9910 JiqqeN/IaAIY Uow(es
39810 Pa00ID

o819 desys

Noa.1) BIUIOJED/I9AIY UOW|EeS
JAATY PUIM

o819 ||ed/JoAry uowes
o819 Big somo

o810 payooid/yes81) big
o810 Aewey big

0810 JoARag

Noa1) big soddn

%9310 8lie oITseeID Big
39310 [BJUSWUNUOI

9819 ysny

%9910 desys/Ionly Uowes >0 SIpPIN
39810 Sewe) oMo

39810 SEWED 310 1SOM
391D sewe) Jaddn
NELTWENTS

59310 JONOB[ MOJIOA

%9910 Usnig/Ionly uowles >0 s|ppIN
%9910 UOSIIM

JOAIY UOW(eS 31104 SIPPIA JOMOT]
No81) 9|qJe|) JOMOT/JoARY Uow|es >J04 a|ppIN
y¥o81) a|qte|y Jaddn

3oa1) uelpu|

9819 [o)sid

39210 Jnyding

o810 Aajlep Jeag

38810 JBIP|0S/IBARY UOWIES 0 SIPPIN
39310 ysiep

JaAry pidey

%9910 00T AN

Y9819 uoo Jaddn

sbuuds wiepy

39810 UOOT JoMOT]

3oa1) uapheH

9910 Sexa |

3oa1) uoAue)

Y9219 alIN 613 Big

39810 UoSIaled

}981D UBLIBO A/IBATY YW
59910 WASQOIN/OARY IYwa]
39810 Aouaby

9210 Asuuayi/sanry Iywa
39010 Aadwiypp/ianry Iywa
39910 UOUUBYOG/IBAIY 1YW
o810 JeS|D

30810 |lel] /4981 Jayjued
oa1D Jeaq big

o819 Buudgpeai) Jayjued
3981 seideN

¥oa.) desag

49910 HOIPOOM/NB3ID JoyjUEd
Noa1) Jakop

38819 Jayjued Jaddn

30810 uol|

%9810 JeH

38910 MOD/ISAIY Uowles
901D S|IWBAIOM | /ISAlY uow|eS
349910 SWEI|IA/IOARY Uowles
30810 9SSO[/ISAIY UoW(ES
9810 UsWIED

Y9810 JOMO | /1oAY uowes
JaAIY UOWIES Y104 YLON
59310 9SOON/IOARY UOW(eS
o810 uelpu|

9810 duld/IoAry uowes
%9910 MO

39810 UOS|0D/ISAIY Uowes
39310 Uosialed

o819 s|led/1oAly losswisyed
JOAIY l0JoWISYed JOMOT
981D uebiopy

%9910 [IN931D SliIeYD
9810 UspIeD

Y9810 menbg

o4 aayueA Jaddn

3104 93¥UEA 310 1SOM
59310 UBPIOL/3HI0- SOMUBA

£0202090L1
90.02090LL
§0202090LL
¥0.02090LL
€0202090LL
20.02090.1
10202090}
£1902090.1L
919020901
§1902090LL
¥1902090L}1
€1902090.L
219020901
11902090L1L
01902090}
60902090LL
80902090/}
0902090}
90902090/ 1
G0902090.LL
0902090/ 1
€0902090.L
20902090/}
10902090.LL
€1602090. 1
21502090LL
11602090}
01502090LL
605020901
80502090LL
£0S02090L1
90502090LL
§0502090L1L
¥0502090LL
€0502090. 1
20502090.L
105020901
¥1¥02090LL
¢1v02090L 1
60702090LL
80702090LL
L0%02090LL
90020901
§0¥02090.L}
0¥02090LL
€0702090LL
20¥02090LL
10¥02090.}
€2€02090. 1
22€02090.LL
12€02090. 1
02€02090LL
61€02090L1L
81€02090LL
£1€02090L1L
91€02090LL
G1€02090.L )
¥1€02090L1L
€1€02090L
21€02090LL
11€02090. 1
01€020904}
60€02090. 1
80€02090LL
L0€02090. 1
90€02090LL
S0€02090. 1
¥0€02090LL
€0€02090. 1
20€02090.LL
10€02090. 1
€0202090.}
202020901
10202090}
2€102090L 1
0€102090.}
62102090}
8¢102090LL
22102090}
92102090.1L
§¢102090LL

NIVIH38NVYHO-NOWTVS 31aaIN
NIVTd3gNVYHO-NOWTVS 31adIN
NIVIH38NVYHO-NOWTVS 31aaiN
NIVTd3aNVYHO-NOWTVS 31adIN
NIVIH38NVYHO-NOWTVS 31aaIN
NIVTI3gNVYHO-NOWTVYS 37adIN
NIVIH38NVYHO-NOWTVS 31aaIN
NOWTVS Y404 31adIN ¥43MO1T
NOWTVS XMd04 37aAliN ¥3MO1
NOWTVS Y404 31adIiN ¥3MO1T
NOWTVS XMd04 37adIN ¥3MO1
NOWTVS Y404 31adIiN ¥3MO1T
NOWTVS XMd04 37adlN ¥3MO1
NOWTVS Y404 31adIiN ¥3MO1T
NOWTVS XMd04 37adlN ¥3MO1
NOWTVS Y404 31adIiN ¥3MO01T
NOWTVS XMd04 37adIN ¥3MO1
NOWTVS Y404 31adIN ¥3MO1T
NOWTVS Md04 37aAlN ¥3MO1
NOWTVS Y404 31adIN ¥43MO1T
NOWTVS Md04 37adlN ¥3MO1
NOWTVS Y404 31adIN ¥3MO1T
NOWTVS Md04 37adIN ¥3MO1
NOWTVS Y404 31adIN ¥3MO1T
NOWTVS XMd04 37adIN ¥3ddn
NOWTVS Y404 31adIiN ¥3ddn
NOWTVS Md04 37aAIN ¥3ddn
NOWTVS Y404 31adIN ¥3ddn
NOWTVS Md04 37adIN ¥3ddn
NOWTVS Y404 31adIiN ¥3ddn
NOWTVS Md04 37adIN ¥3ddn
NOWTVS Y404 31adIiN ¥3ddn
NOWTVS Md04 37adIN ¥3ddn
NOWTVS Y404 31adIN ¥3ddn
NOWTVS Md04 37adIN ¥3ddn
NOWTVS Y404 31adIiN ¥3ddn
NOWTVS X404 31adIN ¥3ddn
IHA3TT

ILIAEN

IHA3TT

IHA3T

[IAEN]

IHA3T

[IAEN]

IHA3T

IHA3TT

IHA3T

IHA3T

YIHLNVA-NOWIVS 31adIN
YIHLINVA-NOWTVS 37adiN
YIHLNVA-NOWIVS 31adIN
HY3IHLINVJ-NOWTVS 37aaiN
Y3IHLNV4-NOWIVS 31adIN
H3IHLINVJ-NOWTVS 37aaiN
YIHLNVA-NOWIVS 31aaIN
HYIHLINVJ-NOWTVS 37adiN
YIHLINVA-NOWIVS 31adIN
YIHLINVA-NOWTVS 37aaiN
YIHLINVA-NOWIVS 31adIN
Y3IHLINVJ-NOWTVS 37aaiN
YIHLINVA-NOWIVS 31adIN
HIHINVL-NOWIVS 37adIn
YIHLINVA-NOWIVS 31adIN
H3IHLINVA-NOWTVS 37adiN
YIHLINVA-NOWIVS 31adIN
HIHLINVA-NOWIVS 31adIn
YIHLINVA-NOWIVS 31adIN
Y3IHLINVJ-NOWTVS 37aaiN
YIHLNVA-NOWIVS 31adIN
Y3IHLINVJ-NOWTVS 37aaiN
YIHLNVA-NOWIVS 31adIN
I043NISHYd

I0Y3NISHYd

I043NISHYd

NOWTVS d3ddn

NOWVS ¥3ddn

NOWTVS d3ddn

NOWVS d3ddn

NOWTVS d3ddn

NOWVS ¥3ddn

NOWTVS d3ddn




0EL'LLS

SUON
QUON
BuoN
N
BuoN
auoN
BuoN
VN
BUON
QUON
SuoN
N
N
QUON
EIN
auoN
auoN
QuoON
BuoN
QUON
N
N
SUON
QUON
SuoN
QUON
SUON
auoN
SuoN
auoN
SuoN
QuoN
BUON
auoN
SuoN

[a]ouoN
BUON
paysiajep ainul
BUON
QuUON
BUON
auoN
SUoN
QUON
SuoN
QUON
SuoN
auoN
BuoN
QuoN
auoN
QUON
BUoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
EIN
auoN
BUON
QUON
BUON
QUON
SUON
auoN
EIN
QUON
auoN
auoN
SUON
QUON
BUON
BUON
auoN
auoN
BUON
QUON
BuoN
QuUON
auoN
QUON
auoN

000$

00°0$
00'0$
000$
000$

000$
00°0$

000$
00°0$
00'0$

00'0$

00°0$

000$

L v2L$
00°0$

00°0$
00'0$
000$
00°0$
00°0$
00'0$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$

000$
00'0$

80'6.$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$

00°0$
00°0$

000$

zL9%

000$
00'0$
000$
00'0$
000$
00°0$
€5°098%
00'0%
000$
¥5'86€$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00°0$
000$
00°0$
000$
00'0%
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
00'0$
LLYSYS$
00°0$
G1'768$
€2°99€$
90'8LL°L$
000$
00°0$
000$
L2°6GL$
€0°€LZ$
¥8'S0L'L$
00°0$
00°0$
v9'9v$
00°675$
1128
00°0$
000$
000$
000$
00°0$
000$
97'8€8$
00'0$
00°0$
00'0$
00°05%'5$
000$
000$
00'0$
00°0$
80°6.$
€T6L7$
000$
00°0$
000$
Lo'0vES
000$
00°0$
000$
00°0$
000$
00°0$
000$
00'0$
00°0$
00°0$
2L9%

L9g'6e$

0L¥'ZL$
166'G01$
¥69'86$
65S'L7L$

GE0'06$
008'vS$

€€1'G$
G85'v$
080°'8$

990'68$

296'02$

§80'G$

298'08$
188'G/$

696'28$
1£7'96$
G.0°12$
or6's$
SrL'e$
95.'2$
991°9$
12€'69$
611°26$
926'0%$

G€6°18$
905°25$

2eL'29$
2L1L'09%
¥0v'90L$
9/1'v9$
L211'v$
6Ev'LTS

816'c$
128°z$

254

082'29%

8.0'0v$
zeL'L$
191198
66€'GLLS
925'85$
0LY'TLS
169'8EL$
v6L°€5L$
€€€'0L$
006°€91L$
60L°LV$
GE0'06$
008'v5$
G0.'G5$
805°L$
L¥L'G$
€€1'G$
G85'v$
065°2$
€22'1$
080'8$
229'v2$
990'68$
gst'L$
095°L¥$
SL9'0L$
zre'Les
089'2$
061'9$
296'02$
680'61$
680'G$
S06'v6$
GG5'¥9%$
691'ce$
z52'ovLs
688'€0€$
0EL'LLS
628'v5$
TLLLYS
120'92$
zL0'8YL$
¥v9'e61$
88Z'6YL$
110’618
50'12$
G26'€9$
ort'09$
cle'els
8vL'EL$
95.'C$
88$
Sv9'L$
991'9%
220'8e$
122'08$
122018
926'0v$
siz'ees
GEL'E0LS
905°26$
056'151$
889'VLLS
2v6'0e$
1£€'e8$
€85'801$
SL2'0L$
¥0Y'901L$
8L€'S.$
958'18$
TLE'98
L2178
92.'2$
6ev'Lzs
z82'52$
816'€$
128'2$
¥52'6$
L¥ST$
LIS
082°29%

1z 4o G| abed

ITT

T

T

ITT

ITT

IITI=IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII=II=ZIIIIIII=ZI=Z=Z=ZZ2EIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIICT

o810 spues ajyp\ Jaddn

30810 WIo)S

59310 SPUBS S}UYAA JOMOT]

o4 Aysnug

304 payjool) Jaddn

3404 Pa¥00ID JOMOT

39810 Menbg/IaAry BsYooT

o810 AajuelS/IanlY BSY20T

%8210 ysty

JOAIY BSY90T JOMOT]

9310 BIeH,0

39810 MOPES JoMOT

%9810 MOpeR| SIPPIN

Y9810 mopes| Jaddn

o810 uspep

o810 9S00 3o jse] Jjaddn

59810 JN01 | Ho81D) BSOO 3104 Ise]
3910 9S00\ ¥104 YHON

%9910 BPOUY

o819 syjuI 9auy] Jaddn

981D syuIT 981y 1 /IaAly Aemjes

yoa1) Asupag

30319 pIeppoD/IsAly Aemies

39310 1209

o819 Buiuuny

JaAIY Jejemies|D o

JaAry Aemjag saddn

9810 Uelpu|

%9219 ded apum

39810 JaupIeD /1oy Aemes

3oa19 Jeag

39810 BUOqIIad/IoA Aemas

Jany pidey

9319 Jopjnog

3910 prezeH

%9910 pIeH/IoAY uowles aI

JOAIY Uowes oI Jamo

39810 991y

o810 abpuyed

39810 youai

No81) UBA/ISAIY uow|es

o810 a¥eT/IoA uowjes

39310 AeQ uyor/ianly uowjes

o10 ajels

39310 YONYIWNY]OO}S

3910 BIZUIYI|N/ISATY Uow(es

%9310 piig SNUM

39810 JOWWEH/IOAY Uow[es

39310 %00y

o819 deaq/ienly uowjes

59310 POOMUOHOD/IOARY UOW(ES
o810 499Q

o810 a|beg

30810 BUIYD/ISATY UoW(ES

J9AY Ysaoag Jaddn

J19AIY YS909S SIPPIN

JOAIY YS809S JOMOT

59910 WNS)4/I9AIY UOW[ES %I04 YINOS
¥oa19 uoyyong

39810 SIEWHOB|G/IOATY UOWIES }104 YINOS
39810 UIGED/ISAIY UOWIES 3104 YINOS
JOAIY uowles 3o yinog Jaddn

39819 uosuyor Jaddn

yea19 Bopuing

59310 UOSUYO JOMOT]

JaATY UOWIES Y104 YINOS %104 Jse3 Jaddn
J9AIY UOWIES Y104 YINOS Y04 }Se] Jamo]
3810 deays/IaAly uow(es 3104 yinos
J9AIY UOWIES 3}I04 YINOS Joamo]

30810 UsLIBA\

Y9819 ulepaquieyd Jaddn
[EDOIN/UIEIRGUIBYD JOMOT
59310 POOMUOKJOD
39810 USYIY/IOATY UoWw|eS
30810 9SI0H

9819 Juswyuioddesiq/Ionry uowles
o819 sbuldg JoH/IaAIY Uow|eS
0810 aqes

Noa.1) o)eussiey/IoAly uowles
o810 ulwebieg

Y9810 JN0I| /1A uow|es

810

01€0€090L)
60€0€090. )
80€0€090LL
L0€0€090LL
90€0€090LL
G0€0€090LL
¥0€0€090. 1
€0€0€090LL
20€0€090. 1
L0€0E090LL
¥120€090L1
€120€090.1
2120€090L1
1120€090L1
0120€090L}
6020€090L1L
8020€090L1
,020€090.L1
§020€090L1
¥020€090.L1
€020€090L1
2020€090.LL
1020€090L}1
6010€090L}
8010€090L1
£010€090L1
9010€090L1
§010€090L1L
010€090.}
€010€090L1}
2010€090L1
101L0€090L1
£0012090L1
900120901
€0042090L1
20012090LL
10012090L}
£1602090LL
91602090}
G1602090LL
716020901
€1602090LL
216020901
11602090LL
016020901
60602090LL
806020901
£,0602090LL
90602090/ 1
G0602090LL
0602090/
€0602090LL
20602090/}
10602090LL
§1802090LL
¥1802090LL
€1802090. 1
21802090}
11802090L1
018020901}
60802090/}
808020901
108020901
90802090LL
§0802090LL
0802090}
€0802090.L)
20802090.LL
10802090}
61202090}
81.202090L)
12020904}
91202090}
§1.202090LL
¥1,02090L}
€1.,020904}
C1.,02090L1
11202090LL
01202090}
60020904}
80202090}

VSHOO1

VSHOO1

VSHOO1

VYSHOO1

VSHOO1

VYSHOO1

VSHOO1

VYSHOO1

VSHOO1

VYSHOO1

AVMIIS 43IMO1

AVMTIS 93MOT

AVMIIS 43IMO1

AVMTIS 93MOT

AVMIIS 43IMO1

AVMTIS 43N0

AVMIIS 43IMO1

AVMTIS 43N0

AVMIIS 43IMO1

AVMTIS 43N0

AVMIIS 43IMO1

AVMTIS 43N0

AVMIIS 43IMO1

AVMT3S d3ddn

AVMIIS ¥3ddn

AVMT3S d3ddn

AVMIIS ¥3ddn

AVMT3S d3ddn

AVMTIS ¥3ddn

AVMT3S d3ddn

AVMI3S ¥3ddn

AVMT3S d3ddn

NOWTVS 31111

NOWTVS 31LLN

NOWTVS 31111

NOWTVS 31LLN

NOWTVS 31LL1

NOWTVS H3IMO1

NOWTVS ¥3MOT

NOWTVS H3IMO1

NOWTVS ¥3MOT

NOWTVS H3IMO1

NOWTVS ¥3MOT

NOWTVS ¥3IMO1

NOWTVS ¥3IMO1

NOWTVS H3IMO1

NOWTVS ¥3IMO

NOWTVS ¥3IMO1

NOWTVS ¥3MOT

NOWTVS H3IMO1

NOWTVS ¥3MOT

NOWTVS H3IMO1

NOWTVS ¥3MOT

NOWTVS H3IMO1

NOWTVS Md04 HLNOS

NOWTVS Y404 HLNOS

NOWTVS Md04 HLNOS

NOWTVS Y404 HLNOS

NOWTVS Md04 HLNOS

NOWTVS Y404 HLNOS

NOWTVS Md04 HLNOS

NOWTVS Y404 HLNOS

NOWTVS Md04 HLNOS

NOWTVS Y404 HLNOS

NOWTVS Md04 HLNOS

NOWTVS Y404 HLNOS

NOWTVS Md04 HLNOS

NOWTVS Y404 HLNOS

NOWTVS Md04 HLNOS
NIVTd3gNVYHO-NOWTVYS 37adIN
NIVIH38NVYHO-NOWTVS 31aaiN
NIVTd3gNVYHO-NOWTVYS 37adIN
NIVIHS38NVYHO-NOWTVS 31aaIN
NIVTd3gaNVYHO-NOWTVS 37adIN
NIVIH38NVYHO-NOWTVS 31aaiN
NIVTd3gNVYHO-NOWTVYS 31adIN
NIVIH438NVYHO-NOWTVS 31aaiN
NIVTd3gNVYHO-NOWTVS 37adIN
NIVIH438NVYHO-NOWTVS 31aaiN
NIVTd3gNVYHO-NOWIVS 31adIN
NIVIHS38NVYHO-NOWTVS 31aaIN




12 40 9| abed

09.°2€1$

88/'/6$

SUON
QuoN
BUON
QuoN
QuUON
QUON
QuUON
auoN
QUON
QuoN
QuoN
QuoN

[B]ouoN
QuoN
SuoN
QuoN
SuoN
QuON
SuoN
QuoN
SuoN
QuoN
SuoN
QuoN
SuoN
QuoN

[1JeuoN

paysiajep aiu3
SuoN
QuoN
SuoN
QuoN
BUON
QuoN
SuoN
QuoN
SuoN
QUON
auoN
AluQ sauenquy
SuoN
paysiajep aiug
SuoN
QuoN
SuoN
QuoN
SuoN
QuoN
SuoN
QUON
AuQ sauenqu ]
QuUON
BUON
QUON
BuoN
auoN
BUON
QUON
SuoN

£6°C$

9%'1$
er'es
05°9$
20°0$

000$
000$

65°€$
60°L$
8€'8$
05°S$
zL0$

€6°L1L$
8eeL$

00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
€LY$

6v'1$

2€'€69%
1¥'85$
60°LLS
95'6$
LS
L2z1es
¥S'1LLG$
9611
0z'e$
y9'Le$
16'2€$
GL91$
99'520°L$
€8'6L1%
00°25$
¥e'L$
20'L$
SLYS$
L7'02$
71°69%
¥9'CLLS
000$
00'0$
€12/6'C$
00'0$
86'16%
6v'26$
[4%:1%
1¥'6L$
68'8L$
15°801L$
18'8LL$
LL7v$
9Z'6€$
95°2€$
§5'L$
66'€2$
86'9¢$
86'9€$
y1'9€$
1v'0$
vZ'8L$
00'0$
000$
00'0$
00°0$
61920'C$
ge'es
00'0$
00°0$
000$
00°008'12$
0Z'6L$
SL'LS
LE°0v$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$
00'0$

681'G$

168'C$
120'61$
292'e$
961°2L$

S69'61$
L21'8$

2.6°0€$
00v$

£10'G$

8€8'G$
862

20€'6$
092'2€L$

118'59$
129'79$
199'9€$
¥59'v9$

186°€E$

L€€'G6ETS
S16'S6V$
orr's$
009'€t$
0L6'LYLS
90v'02e$
12€'v62$
62Y'9e$
orb's$
080'v$
Shb'Eres$
520'ce$
GZ6'9LL$
669'cr$
9L'v9$
€51'2$
1828
1€6'9$
121°18$
290'vZ$
9588
111'GES
€56'92E$
GEE'05$
S69'61$
126'62$
¥v6'221$
159'Lt$
TILTLLS
6.6'V1$
720'89$
008'G9$
£18'92$
¥06'8v$
8€5°8€$
1ge's$
€62°6€$
8L1'89%
102'91$
952'85€$
8L.'8$
88.'/5$
62L1E$
L€2'eV$
9ez'2€$
¥20'19%
0Z5°061$
9/€'vL$
v6v'eLS
118'G9%
129'79$
19v'85$
9.1'66$
506'19%
189'99$
S0.'C$
€90'G$
67€'8$
yS8'vL$

SOA

IIIITIIIIIIICIT

T T IITTT

ITxT

IITTT

I

ITIIIISIJSSIIIIIIIJZSJ4=ZESEEIIIIIIJJSIIIIISESSII=SII=ST

(ueaoQ o) |ebnoysepn/ApueS) JopLuoD BIGUIN|OD 19MOT

seueIngu] 96109 eiquinjod

%9210 8|Be3/eIquwn|oD aIppPIN

o819 shei/eiquinjod s|PPIN

39310 [IIN/e1quiniod 3IPpPIN
POOH/EIqUINIOD BIPPIN Joddn

e[lewn aye Jomo

Eliyewn &xe7 s|pplN

e|lnewn aye Jeddn

e[njlep 9¥eT JomoT

e|njjep) 9xe Jeddn

349910 IB)EM}SIMS JOMOT

Y9810 Jajemjeams Jaddn

91 UOISSIN

o819 lemde] saddn

39810 POOMUONOD

o819 Johmer] a|ppIN

9310 JoAmer JomoT]

Noa1) BYEB ] WO /I9AlY JSjemIes|D
39810 B|IWXIS/IOAY Jojemies|)

}981D 9JIWdAIJ/ISARY Jsjemies|D)
30810 opeiop|3

9819 o[0T Jaddn

0810 [|oys[essni

%8810 0[07 BIPPIN

30819 0|07 JomoT

9819 piog wir

o819 ouyolQ Jaddn

Y9810 0UlYOIQ JOMOT/IBAY Jsjemies|)
o810 uokuen s

9819 uoAueg big

30810 SOB[/IOAY JojemIes|)

303190 300Ipag/IoAlY JojemIes|D

JaAy yojepod Jeddn

%9310 BUId/IBNY Yojenod

3oau) Jeag bBig Jaddn

3981 Jeag big Jamo

%9910 UoIeod SIpPINARAY Yyolenod
J9AIY UOJB10d JOMOT/IaAlY Jsjemies|)
JaAIY Jolemies|] Jamo

39810 POOMUONOD

%9910 BlIN 8.y L

%8310 [N

39819 s,uyor

%8210 BIIN US L

Janry paxooi)

Jany pey

JaAIY UedLBWY

59310 SWOSMAN

9210 JebBa7/10AlY Jojemies]d 31104 yinos
30810 Ao|Sead/IoAry JS)eMIES|D HI04 UINOS
39810 MOPESIN/IOARY Jo)eMIES|D %I04 YINOS
JOAY Ja)eMIBS|D YI04 YINOS JOMOT
30810 Jes|D

o010 aibBep/1aAry Jajemies|) 3104 S|ppPIN
9810 UB PIO

9319 Jopjnog

%9910 93e usid

o819 sbuudg wiepp

0100080}
€1501020LL
215010201
05010201
10S01020LL
11010201
601010201
90101020LL
201010L04}
10101020}
1€90€090L}
0€90€090/L1
6290€090L1
8¢90€090L1
1,290€090.L1
¥290€090L1
€290€090L1
2290€090.L1
1290€090.1
0290€090/L 1
6190€090.}
8190€090L}
£190€090L1}
9190€090L1
G190€090L1}
¥190€090L1
€190€090.}
2190€090L1
1190€090.1
0190€090L1
6090€090L1}
8090€090/L1
£090€090.}
9090€090/L1
§G090€090L1
¥090€090L1
€090€090.1}
2090€090. 1
1090€090.1
€160€090L1
2150€090L1
11G0€090L1
0150€090.1}
6050€090L1
8050€090L
L0S0€090L1
9050€090.}
G0S0€090L1
¥0S0€090L 1}
€050€090L1
20S0€090L1L
10S0€090L}1
20¥0€090.L1}
10¥0€090. 1
¥1€0€090LL
€1€0€090LL
CL€0€090LL
11€0€090L)1

AQNVS/VIGNNTOD ¥3MOT
AOOH/NVIGNNTOD 31adIn
AOOH/VIGNNTOD 31aaIN
AOOH/NVIGNNT0D 31adIn
AOOH/VIGNNTOD 31aaIN

YINTIVM 3XVIVIGNNTOD 31adIN
YINTIVM 3XVTI/VIGNNTOD 31adIN
YINTIVM 3XVI/VIGNNTOD 31adIN
YINTIVM 3IMVIVIGANNTOD 37adiN
YINTIVM IMVIVIGNNTOD 31adIN
HILVMEVYITO
¥ILVYMAVITO
HILYMEVYITO
¥ILYMEVITO
HILYMEVYITO
¥ILYMEVITO
HILVYMEVYITO
¥ILYMEVITO
HILYMEVYITO
¥ILVYMEVYITO
HILVMEVYITO
¥ILVYMAVITO
HILVMEVYITO
¥ILYMEVITO
HILYMEVYITO
¥ILYMEVITO
HILYMEVYITO
¥ILYMAEVYITO
HILVYMEVYITO
¥ILYMAEVYITO
HILVMEVYITO
¥ILVYMEVYITO
HILVMEVYITO
¥ILYMEVYITO
HILVYMEVYITO
¥ILVYMEVYITO
HILVMEVYITO
¥ILVYMAEVITO
HILVYMEVYITO
YILYMEVITO ¥H404 HLNOS
H3LVYMEVYITO Y404 HLNOS
YILYMEVITO HH04 HLNOS
H3LVYMEVYITO Y404 HLNOS
YILYMEVITO ¥H04 HLNOS
H3LVYMEVYITO Y404 HLNOS
YILYMEVITO HH04 HLNOS
H3LVYMEVYITO Y404 HLNOS
YILYMEVITO HH04 HLNOS
H3LVYMEVYITO Y404 HLNOS
YILYMEVITO HH04 HLNOS
H3LVYMEVYITO Y404 HLNOS
YILYMEVITO ¥H04 HLNOS
H3LVYMEVYITO MH04 37adIN
¥YILYMAVITO MH04 31adIN
VYSHOO1

VSHOO1

VSHOO1

VSHOO1




1240 1| abed

‘peay|es)s uni-y Buronpoud ||ns spaysisiem Buiulewsas may ay) Jo U I 3310 lemde ‘0s|y "PEaY[a)s Uni-y Joj ¥aa1) lemdeT ul jeyqey Bulieas pue Bulumeds 1saq ay) sapinoid 981D Jajemaams Jey) Bunou ‘uoneasasuod apadwi Apueoyubis pinom uoisnjoxa Jey) papnjouod 1 HYHO [6]

“(aquL 99184 zaN Aq “6°8) a1ey Aemispun a.e seAlOE UOEIO}SaI [BUBISqNS Jey) pue Ajjenb jeyqey poob Buijou ‘uoneAlssuoo spadwi Aueoyiubls pinom UoISN[oXa Jey) PaPNoU0d 1¥VHO [

‘uiseq JoAly uow|es

S Y} 10} JajeM Pjoo JO 821N0S Jofew € S| PUe SPaysIjem Weasumop pue weassdn yjoq 1oj siejiqey uonelbiw pue Guiies Jo AJIAIOBULOD SUIBJUIBW PaYSISIEM SIU} PUB JOARY UoW(eS i ay) ul Bumwi si jeliqey 1ey) Buijou ‘uojiersssuoo apaduwi Ajueopiubis pinom Uoisnjoxe Jey) papnjoucd 1¥yHO [9]
‘(seueIngu) oM Ul paysi|ge)se siojeqnoul apisweal)s “6-e) Aemiapun s 1oB uone.o)sal [enue)sgns pue uoleindod siy) Joj jengey Aleinguy saisusixe Ajaanejes Bunou ‘uonealesuod apaduwi Aueoliubis pjnom uoisn|oxa Jey) papnjouod | ¥yHO [p]

‘uolelpawal Ul si uolepelBap Jeyigey ay) Jo yonw pasnen Jey) aullw yaa1) uosdwoy] ay] "elbnjal [ewsay) Joj Juepodwi AiaA s pue Jejiqey peay|aals Jo Junowe poob e yym weals abie| Aaa e s ¥9a1) menbg jey) Bunou ‘uoneAlasuod apaduwi Ajueoyiubis pinom UoISN|oXa Jey) PAPNIOU0d 1HYHD [0]

'saqli] oouueg-auoysoys au) Aq SUoYS UONEeIO}SaI SNoJBWNU JO d)IS By} OS[e SI eale ay) pue eibnjas jewuay) Juepodwi apiroid sauengu] “jeyqey Bulieal jo ssa|iw

|eJaAas ale aiay) pue uononpold peayjes)s poob spoddns Y104 aa)ueA 2y} ‘(uonelpawal ul si 3810 ueplor Jaddn ul auipy yaa1) asnoiD-ejpsH ay) “6'a) Buluiw wo.y uonepelbap jsed s|qesapisuod Bulpuelsyimiou ‘Jey Bunou ‘uoneasasuod apadwi Ajjuesiiubls pjnom uoisnjoxa Jey) papnjouod | ¥yHD [al
‘wnibnjas [ewlay)

e se Juepodwi A1oA pue weauis abie| e os|e s ¥oa1) aje|S "uoneIpaWal Ul S| uonepelbap Jeliqey sy} Jo yonuwi pasned Jey) suiw 8y ‘1eliqey peay|as)s Jo junowe poob e yym wealns abie| A1aA e si ¥9a1) uosdwoy | Jey) Bunou ‘uoneasasuod apadwi Apuesyiubis pinom uoIsN[oxa Jey) papnjoucd | HYHO [e]
*(9S1049X8 UOISN|OXS DILIOUODS SIY} Ul SN[EA UOIEAISSUOD MO| B SE Pajesl) Sem SBeIons| MO| UM

paysiajem anjeA UoieAIasuod wnipaw e “*6°9) Buies anjea UOIBAISSUOD JOMO] JXaU 8Y) YIIM PIJBIOOSSE PIOYSaly) JILIOUODS SU) PaPasXa Jey) anjeA UoleAIaSUOD wnipaw Jo ybiy e (g) Jo ‘1oedwi [enuue (1o} ul (GONH Al Ue J 00¥$< 40) 000°L$< anjea

UOIJeAISSUOD MO] B (1) JoY)Ia SEM Paysiajem ay) PUE uoneAsasuod apadwi Ajjuesiiubis Jou pinom Uuoisnjoxa Jey) pauiwialep | ¥YHD Y} Ji uoleubisap woij papnjoxe aiem (uonduosap e Joj 1xa) 1odas 99s) 86 1ona| MO|, SE PalJIIUSP! SPAYSISIEA .

‘(spaysiaiem weassdn paidnooo ou ale aiay) “o'1) weassdn spaysisjem paldnooo Buiaies JOpLIOD uonelbiw pue Buless B apnjoul Jou SI0P PaYSISjeM € Jey) S1edlpul SIOPLLOD AJAIIOBUUOD JO SN[EA UOIEBAISSUOD BU) O} Syuelg

S3)0Uj004
%9 SUOISN|OXa JIWOU0D3
69’k 0} anp jejiqey [eonuo se pajeubisap s: | UOIONPaI JUSDISd
%5z suoIsnjoxe
° 9]WOU023 0} anp JoedwW! DIWOUOIS Ul UONONPaI JUSDIad
29.'v.1'62$ 19 10} pajeubisap seale Jo joedwi dIWOU0IS [BJO |
129'66.$ suoIsN|oxa Jo Joedw| OILIOUOJS Ul UoloNPal [ejo |
‘eR jejiqey [eoRld
E8E'0E6'62% se pajeubisop a1om seale |je Ji 1oedw| DIWOU09T WNWIXe




12 Jo 8| obed

- auoN - - 052090k 05209°0L$ S07'661$ S0v'661$ H H Y9319 00y 7110202021 AVA NHOT ¥3ddn
- auoN - - TTLYEELS 668'781$ H 3910 urgjuNo €1102020L AVA NHOT ¥3ddn
- auoN - - 00°0$ 00'0$ 1zL'612$ 1zl H H AKeq uyor s|ppi Joddn 2110202021 AVA NHOT ¥3ddn
- SUoON - - 18°61$ 18'GL$ 1€0°221$ L€0°L2L$ H W %8310 spjelq 111020202} AVA NHOr ¥3ddn
- SUON - - 289% 8€'6$ ¥20'0vL$ SOL'vYLS H H %9819 %000Ae 01102020L} AVA NHOr ¥3ddn
- auoN - - 00°0$ S02°0LL$ H 39810 yosag 601020201 AVA NHOT ¥3ddn
- auoN - - szeLs z8°€L$ 1202518 18EESLS H H Y10 Auegmens 8040202021 AVA NHOP ¥3ddn
- auoN - - ¥2'9% 0€4'691$ H %9210 uokued 2010202021 AVA NHOP ¥3ddn
- auoN - - 00'0$ 059°222$ H Jany Aeq uyor seddn 9010202021 AVA NHOP ¥3ddn
- SUoN - - 00°0$ €L9% 101'892$ L9v'692$ H H Keq uyor >104 Yinos Jemo 50102001 AVA NHOr ¥3ddNn
- auoN - - 000$ S61°292% H %9819 s1vIepINN $01L02020.L AVA NHOT ¥3ddn
- auoN - - 00°0$ 0€9'€5e$ H AKe@ uyor >104 YINos |PPIN €0102020L} AVA NHOT ¥3ddn
- auoN - - 19°5$ 8L'8LLE 68£'8€$ 689°'2/2$ H H 191 1EJIY JOMOT] $0901020.L LVLIMOITH
- auoN - - 50°05$ 09L°€1ES H 191 1EYIY BN €0901020LL LVLIMOITY
- SUON - - 000$ 000$ z6v'L$ 26Y'L$ H H JaAry 1eybioly SIPPIN 209010204} LVLIMOITM
- SUON - - 000$ 188°/$ SOA H JaAL JeOy Jaddn 10901020} LVLIMOITM
- SUON - - 60°LL$ ovy's$ H Y9819 8|Be3/eIqun|oD s|pPIN €15010£0L1 AOOH/NVIENNTOD 31aaiN
¥66'L0v$ Ajuo sauejnqu L SeA - vr'L$ S6'8$ ¥66°'L0v$ S6S°LTr$ H W %9219 sAeio/eiquiniod a|p TLS01020L) dOOH/VIENNTOD 31adlN
601°209% paysiajem ajug - EIN £9°0VES 601°209% W 1oAY uoW(es S BfY 0150102021 QOOHNIENNTOD 31adIN
- [o]auoN - SO 9L'v$ 98°11L'T$ N 1oAY uowles aNuym 6050102021 JOOHNIGINNTOD 37adIN
- auoN - - zLLLS S01'69% W %9819 JaISON S0S0L020LL QOOHNVIENNTOD 31adIN
auoN - 69°LLS L€1'1€9$ H 3919 |IIN/BIGUIN|OD BIPPIN $05010202L QOOHNIENNTOD 31aaliN
auoN - 89'G8$ 88€°/1LS H %9819 B|iWanly €0501020LL QOOHNVIENNTOD 37adIN
- auoN - - oreLs 99'8¥$ 1ZVLLLS 922'051$ H H %9919 B|iwusaYlS 2050102021 QOOHNVIENNTOD 31adIN
- auoN - - SELLS 09°€LES 509'95% 1102288 H il PooH/eIquIN|oD BpPIA Jaddn 1050102021 QJOOH/NVIENNTOD 31aaliN
- SUON - - 99°0$ 9e'e$ 9LL'6Y$ 928'LLLS H H Jany B|lpewn Jamo €1€01020LL VTILYAN
zT8'8Ls$ paysiajem aijug - SOA 181$ 2e8'8Ls EIN hl %9819 Jopng Jomo 0LE0LOLOLL VTILYNN
169'9€$ paysiajem aiug EIN ¥8'6$ 169'9€$ SO 1 yoIno abejs 80€01020.L VTILYANN
- SUoON - - 20'L$ 09€'L$ H uoAue Iled|v/1oAlY Ellljewn 20€01020L) VTILYAN
- auoN - - 18°€1T$ ¥p0°0LL$ H %9819 youg 90€01020.L VTILYNN
- SUON - - [4:074 9v0'8YL$ H Y910 Aesop S0€0L020LL VTILYAN
paysiajem aijug - SOA L2'Sves$ 9%0'985% 1 %9310 8sI0uplIM $0€0L0L0LL VTILYNN
auoN - LS 6t°5$ 8£0'82$ 902'20L$ H W 39910 UOISSIN/IOARY Blllewn €0€01020LL VTILYNN
- auoN - - rLLS 296°905$ H Y910 weyoesyy 20€01020.LL VTILYANN
- auoN - - 00'0$ 996'9€€$ H JaAry elliewn Joddn L0€0L0L0LL VTILYNN
gge'L0€e'L$ Ajuo sauejnqu L EIN - 1z€2€$ S0°00t$ GSE'LOE'LS  €LE'G09LS H W J9A1Y BJIEM BIIEA JomOT 1120102021 VTIVM VTIVM
- auoN - - 15'60L$ €81'001$ W ¥a10 Mg 012010201 V1IVM VTIVM
¥08'181$ paysiajem ajug - EIN 1t'28$ y08'L8L$ l Y91 auld 6020102021 V1IVM VTIVM
- [aJeuoN BN - 28'¢5$ 9€'65$ L1L0°16¥'LS  Tle'ees LS H W %8310 poomuopod 802010201 VTIVM VTIVM
- SUoON - - 09'SvL$ 09'6vL$ 169'68$ 169'68$ H H JaAy 19yono] JemoT] 20204102021 YITIVM VTIVM
- SUON - - rels 0z'0z$ 62L'SY$ ¥11'09$ H H Jany J8yono L sIppIN ¥0201020LL YTIVM VTIVM
- auoN - - SL9LS 5€9°152% H JaAry Joyono Jeddn €0201020.L VTIVM VTIVM
auoN - z52e$ vLv'v86% H pEETo) 2020102021 V1IVM VTIVM
- auoN - - 80Z$ 999'8/2% H Jany elle ellep Jeddn 1020102021 V1IVM VTIVM
- auoN - - ZL'96L$ $S°1LLS$ 6LEL8LS 9v9'6LY$ H H e|iewn axe Jamo 7110102021 VINTIVM IXYIVISNNTOD 37adIN
- auoN - - y0'e$ 8v9°2Z$ EIN H %9819 300y €110L00LL VINTIVM IXYIVISNNTOD 37adIN
- auoN - - 0Z°€20°L$ S8%'59% H U2INS POOAA ZLL0L0L0LL VINTIVM 3XYIVIGNNTOD 37adIN
auoN - 00'0$ 1€2'2$ EIN W Y9819 auld LL10L0L0LL VINTIVM 3XYIVISNNTOD 37adIN
- SUoON - - 00°0$ 666'2$ SOA W %8810 Japly 0L10L020LL VINTIVM 3XVIVISNNTOO 31aaiN
- auoN - - 0L2$ 96°'LLS €LL LS 10Z'v5$ H H e|jnewn axe a|ppIN 601010201 VINTIVM IXYIVIGNNTOD 37adIN
- auoN - - yv'z$ 0z'e$ 710'61L$ YSy'vT$ H H e|jewn axe Jaddn 9040L020.L VINTIVM 3XYIVIGNNTOD 37adIN
- SuoN - - Sv'L$ 098'9% SOA W o310 ape|o S0L0L0L0LL VINTIVM 3XVIVISNNTOO 31aaiN
auoN - 15°0¢$ y9'LES TL5'08L$ 265VELS H H ejnjlep e Jomo 2010102021 VINTIVM 3XYIVIGNNTOD 37adIN
- auoN - - €T1$ 162e$ 19€'€21L$ 908'990°L$ H H ejnjiep axe Jeddn 1010102021 VINTIVM IXYIVIGNNTOD 37adIN
- auoN - - 8E'L$ 6z°€$ 829'28% LL6'79L$ H H 39910 PIOD/ISAYY BUINEA £0€000€0.L VININVA ¥3IMOT
- [eJouoN EIN - §6'S$ ¥1'6$ 90Z°0.€$ 851'055$ H ] yoa19 Bunds ety ewnjes 90€000€0. L VNINVA ¥3IMOT
- auoN - - 00'0$ 915'¥2$ H ¥9a19 snjes S0€000€0. L VININVA ¥3IMOT
SUON - or'L$ €5°€$ 1v8'6.$ S18'0L1$ H W %9219 ysiuaddo] Jemo ¥0€000€0L} VINIMVA ¥3IMOT
- auoN - - ¥0'18$ 0052€2$ H Y9219 ysiuaddo | seddn €0€000€0. VNINVA ¥3IMOT
- auoN - - 12°0$ L1'G$ 0st'ezL$ 608°LY¥$ H W 1oAY BUIEA JomoT Jaddn 20€000€0.L VININVA ¥3IMOT
- auoN - - 6LELS v21°68%$ H %9819 wnuey 10€000€0. L VININVA ¥3IMOT
- auoN - - 20°€$ 0528% 88'0Z€'L$  9Sv'v6Z'Z$ H H 191 UOJBI L /19AY SOUOEN £02000€0.L SIHOVN
auoN - 0€0L$ L9LL$ 90€°219% 999'c19$ H H 39910 SYEUSIINEY/ISA SaUoEN 202000€0.L SIHOVN
- auoN - - 9/'9€2'9% 058'€2L$ H 191y sayoeN oI 102000€0. L SIHOVN
- SUON - - PAZURY 25'ves Zv8'S9z$ €16'825$ H W Seus\\/wnuejwn 01000€0LL VINIMVA ¥3ddNn
- SUON - - 65°L$ 8€'92$ ¥29'8.8$ 256'9v5°L$ H H JaAry euibEA Joddn SIpPIN €01000€0L} VNINVA ¥3ddN
- auoN - - 0L'L$ 26'8€$ 670°€LS$ ¥79'1.99% H H JaAry Aemeusa | 204L000€0.L VININVA ¥3ddN
auoN - 29'L6v$ €92°¢61°2$ H JaAry eweA Joddn 10L000€0.L VININVA ¥3ddN
- QuoN - - 8L°1$ 20'9% 0s5'2€1L$ ¥£6'28v$ H H uoAue) [9juiz/1onry BIquinjo) 9091002021 SAldvy 1S3I¥dVIGWNTOD ¥3ddN
SUOISN[IX3 WOJ} Papn|oX3 ealy UOISN|OXJ 10} UOISN|IX3 ejdes ejdes joeduwy joeduwy wobeiana] » dopLI0d paysisjem aweN paysiajepm apoo aweN uiseqqng
1oedw| olwouoo3 a1qibi3 Ajuo 1oy a|qibyg | Jtad joedwy Jad joeduwy Aseynquy |ejo] [enuuy Mo Apandoauuod  Buneubisap uonesyuap|
ul uononpay -souejnqu]  paysiajepm Aeynquy  |esoT [enuuy |enuuy Buneubisep  jo yyeusg paysiajepm
ainugy |es07 |enuuy 30 jJysuag
JejiqeH [ea1311) se uopeubiseg wouy sjoedw] olwouod3 sbuney anjep uoneAlasuo) sealy pal 0
uoIsn|ox3 10} Spaysiajep Jo uonesapisuo) (z)(q)y uondas ys3 eyded Jad [e207] pue ‘Ajuo-Aiejnqui] ‘[ejo] [enuuy

‘paysiarem 108[qns ay) puoAaq sjoedwi Jo syoedu [euoibas aaey o} Aj@yijun pue ‘@doos ul pauljuod Ajjeaiydelfoab saljiAiloe Yim pajeioosse sjsod

8y Joa}ya4 sjoedwil D1WIOU0IS B0 *(S)IOPLIOD AJAIOSUUOD SU} UM PaJeIDOSSE }S0D SU) SS9| PaYSISjem B Joj }S09 [ej0} [enuue ay} sjuasaidal saueinqguy jo joedwi dlwouods ay] “(uosiad Jad Jeak sad ($) siejjop 'S’ Ul) SUOIE}NSUOD JO }s09 [enuue eyded

1ad sy} se pue ‘(1eak Jad ($) sJejjop "S'N ul) SUONHE)YNSUOD / UONISS JOY Sal0adg passbuepus Jo }s00 [enuue [e)0) 8y} se papodal ale syoedw) dlwouod3 “jejiqey uonelbiw pue Buueas Buieubisap Jo JJausq UOIBAISSUOD SUj} S1O8|J81 JOPLL0D AJAIDSUUOD SU) 40}
Bunel ay) "Ajuo sauenquy ay) Bueubisap jo Jyausq sy} sjosyal Bunes ayy ‘spaysiayem paldnooo Jayjo BuiaIas JOPLI0D ANAIBOSUUOD B SBPN[OUl PaYSISIEM BU} 81aUM SISED Ul JO ‘paysIajem ainus ay} Joj uoieubisap Jo Jyauaq ay) s}oajyas paysiajem e Joy bunel
anjeA uolleAIasuod syl (NS3) Hun weduubis AjueuonnjoAg peay|asls 1oAY eIquinjo) S|PPIAl 84 Aq paldnooo spaysiaiem plal-yily Joj suoisnjoxa pue ‘sjoedwl 91Louods ‘sBuijes snjeA-uoieAIasuo) ‘NSJ Peay|aals JaAlY eIquinjod 9IPpIA "01'd dl9el




12 40 61 obed

*SHOJJe UONEIO}Sal JO SNOOj JueHodwW UE S| JSARY uowles siyA 8y Jey) Bunou ‘uonealasuod sapadwi Ajue
“BuloBuo ale spoye UoIeIO)SaI BANNDE pUE (3810 19X9eIMO||B A *678) seale weansdn Joj jeygey uonelBiw pue Buuess Juepodwi UlRJUOO paysialem SIY) Ul salenqu) Jey) Bunou ‘uonealasuod spadwi Apueol

uBis piNOM UOISN[OXa Jey) pPapN|ou0d 1¥yHD [0]
uBIS PINOM UOISN[OXa Jey) papNjouod 14vHD [q]

'sajiuaAn Joj eibnjes [ewuay) Juepodwi apircid paysialem siy) Ul salengu) ay) Jey) Bunou ‘uoieasasuod apaduwi Auesyiubis pnom UoIsN[oXa Jey) papnjoucd 1 HYHO [e]

*(9S1019X9 UOISN|OXS DILIOUODS SIY} Ul SN[EA UOIEAIISUOD MO|

B Se pajeal) Sem obeIoAS| MO| )M PAYSIS}em SN[eA UOIIBAISSUOD WNipaw e “69) Buijel anjeA uoljeAIasuU0D J9MO] 1XaU 8} Y)IM Pa)BIOOSSE PloYSaly) OILOUOIS SU) POPaaoXa Jeyj) aNnjeA UoIjeAIasuod wnipaw 1o ybiy e () Jo ‘joedwi [enuue )0} Ul 000" L $<

aN[eA UONBAISSUOD MO| E (1) Jay)Ia SEm paysiajem ay) PUE UOeAIasu0D apadwi Aueoiiubis Jou pjnom UoISN[oxXa Jey) paulwialep 1¥VHO ay)

uoljeubisap WoJj papnjoxs aiem (uonduosap e 1oj 1xa) odai 93s) ,06.19A3] MO|, SE PALIUSPI SPAYSISIEM .

*(spaysiajem weassdn paidnooo ou aie aiay) 'a'l) weasisdn spaysiejem paidnaoo BuIAIeS JOpLLIOD uonelBiw pue Buliess e apnjoul Jou SS0P PaySIalEM & Jey) S1edIpul SIOPLLOD AJIAIIDSULOD JO BN[EA UOEAISSUOD U} J0) SYuelg

Saj0Uj007

SUOISN|OX® OILIOU0DD

%6} 0} anp Jejigey (eo)UO Se pajeuBisap Sa|i Ul UOIONPaI JusdIad
%00k SUOISN[OXd)|
© 9IWIOU093 0 8NP JoedW DIWOUODS Ul UOIONPa JUSDIad
081°'8Z¥'8€$ 1elIqey [eonud Joy pajeubisap seale Jo j19edw) JIWOoU09s [ejo ]
1£0'8.2'v$ SUOISN|OX® 4O Joedul DILIOUODS Ul UORONPaI [BJO)
eJIgey [BoNLO)

212'90L'2v$ jeygey [eon

se pajeubisap aiom seale |[e Ji joedw| DIWOU0DT WNWIXEN

LL'ELLS

G29'616$

2L0'€0L$

TLE'1$

SUON

auoN
auoN
paysiajem ainugy
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
paysiajem aunugy
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
AuQ saueinqu]
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
AuQ saueinquy
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN
auoN

¥1°0$

90°€$

120$
00°0$

00°0$
00°0$
11°0$

§2'192$
SZ'0$

€1°0$
16°952$
zL28%
29°.2%

00°0$

00'0$
00°0$
5979

8ZEVLS
Ty

00°0$

20€9%

2€'€69%
1%°'85%
¥1°0$
00°0$
00°0$
£6°GELS
90°e$
¥1°688$
00°80€$
0L'0$
8'1$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
170$
S0°S$
86°CL$
21°92L$
08°266°0L$
S2'192$
SZ'0$
65°LL$
00°0$
8L°0%
€1°0$
16°952$
96°29%
zL28%
52'98%
00°0$
89°€9%
00°0$
00°0$
SLEYSS
5979
00°0$
£6'€20°L$
8ZEVLS
60°Z6L$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
00°0$
20°€9%

8¥'2S$

€10'czeS

GES'LYES
§12'85$

600'8L$
980'vv$
502'02$

L€8'€LLS
6.6'2€$

2L0'€0L$
10G'6L1$

€81'6.$
004'6¥Z$
TLE'$

05.'282$
90Z'8vv$
181'GZL$

08'789%
St2'8Ty$

¥2€'962$

€68'061$

L€€'G6ETS
516'G67$
8¥'2S$
LrLELLS
095°61$
L€' LLLS
€10'czeS
826'901$
529'616%
€11'02$
568'8Y€$
§12'85%
116°8$
600'8L$
Z6LLLS LS
0$
000%4$
S0L'62L$
£85'601'L$
2€8°€LL$
6.6'2€$
199'/5$
168'55$
899'L$
2L0'€0L$
105'6L1$
Y6E' v
€81'S.$
092'892%
TLE'LS
96€'621$
05.'282$
90Z'8rv$
S0L'v8Z$
181°GZL$
LS LyLS
28L'7Y9$
058'789%
¥56°19v$
915'225%
£PO'ELYS
¥2€'962$
296°G1€$
1£8'€€L$
£58'961$

SOA

SOA

T

IT ITT T T ITT T

T

IIIIIIIIII=-LI

IIIIIIIIIISIIIIJAIIIIJISISSZSISZ=

(ueaoQ 03 [eBnoysepn/ApueS) JOpLI0D BIGUINIOD JOMOT

souenqu ] 96109 elqunjo)

981D Jnou| Jemo]

39219 sbuuds pnjy

3921 adojejuy

9810 Jnou] Jaddn

J9AIY S8INY2saQ Jomo

9810 MOJ|0H dong

Jany SHUM

30810 usnoaxeg

1oAY SeINyosaq BIPPIN

JaAry sbuuds wiepy

¥oo1) JoAeag

PEEYo)

JaAly sejnyosaq Jaddn

Au1a4 pleuogop/ianty Aeq uyor Jemo
uoAue) Asjle/ sselo

38310 300y JomoT]

39210 %00y Jaddn

uoAueD 109g/1oAry Aeq uyor Jamo
uoAueD Auag/anry Aeq uyop JamoT
o910 d|IwAMIy L

MO||0H Buld

%9210 syng

oule|D/1aAry Aeq uyor Jamo

9810 Appnin/1eary Aeq uyor Jamo]
39210 abpug

0810 90IAIBS/I9AY ABQ UYOL JOMOT]
9819 Jojyey/ianry Aeq uyor Jamo
Janly Ae@ uyor 104 8|ppIN Jomo]
9810 Buo

yea10 Big

39210 dwe)

Janly Aeq uyor 104 a|ppI Jeddn
J9AIY Ae@ uyor 3104 YHopN Jamo
39910 POOMUOHOD

REETCRIEIV

39310 SNWEOd/IdAIY ABQ UYOP 3104 YHON
}o81) sewe) Jomo]

3921 sewe) Jaddn

30810 uone|osaq

yoa19 Big/ienry Aeq uyor 3104 YUoN
0819 SjueID)

Janly Aeq uyor 3104 yuoN Jaddn
3921 uosuyor/saary Aeq uyor

10100080} AANVYS/VIGNNTOD ¥3MOT
G0.0€0L0LL 1nodlL
¥0L0€0L0LL 1nodlL
20.0€0L0LL 1nodlL
10£0€0£0.L 1nodlL
2190€0L0L} S3LNHOS3A ¥3IMOT
1190€0£0.1 S3LNHOS3A ¥3IMOT
0190€0L0L} S3LNHOS3A ¥3IMOT
8090€0L0L} S3LNHOS3A ¥3IMOT
£090€0L0LL S3LNHOS3A ¥3IMOT
9090€0L0L} S3LNHOS3A ¥3IMOT
G090€0L0L} S3LNHOS3A ¥3IMOT
¥090€0L0L} S3LNHOS3A ¥3IMOT
€090€0L0L} S3LNHOS3A ¥3IMOT
¥1%020L0LL AVA NHOP ¥3MO1
€1¥020L0LL AVA NHOP ¥3IMO1
21%020L0LL AVA NHOP ¥3MO1
117020201 AVQA NHOP ¥3MO1
01%020L0L} AVA NHOP ¥3MO1
60702004} AVA NHOP ¥3MO1
8070200} AVA NHOP ¥3MO1
L0%020L0LL AVA NHOP ¥3IMO1
90%020L0L} AVA NHOP ¥3IMO1
S0¥020L0LL AVA NHOP ¥3MO1
¥0¥020L0LL AVA NHOP ¥3MO1
€0%020L0L} AVA NHOP ¥3MO1
20%020L0LL AVA NHOP ¥3MO1
10¥020£0.1L AVA NHOP ¥3MO1
§0€020L0LL AVA NHOr ¥04 37adin
0€020L0L} AVA NHOr Y404 37aain
€0€020L0L} AVA NHOr Y404 37aain
20€020L0L} AVA NHOr Y404 37aain
10€020£0.L AVA NHOT y04 37adin
01202004} AVA NHOr Y404 HLYON
60202004} AVA NHOr Y404 HLYON
80202004} AVA NHOr Y404 HLYON
102020L0LL AVA NHOr Y404 HLYON
902020L0L} AVA NHOr Y404 HLYON
§02020L0LL AVA NHOT Y404 HLHON
0202004} AVA NHOr Y404 HLYON
€02020L0L} AVA NHOr Y404 HLYON
202020L0LL AVA NHOr Y404 HLYON
102020201 AVA NHOr Y404 HLYON
G11020L0L) AVA NHOr ¥3ddn




‘saleinquy 86109 Jamo| 1oy [9As] Ajijigeln ybiy e Buinsiyoe saziseydwsa ue|d A1anooas wisiul s,pieog A1an02ay Usi4 BiIquinjo) Jamo au) Jey) Buijou ‘uolieAlasuod apadul Ajue:

paySIS}EM SNjEA UOEAISSUOD WNIpaw e “69) Buijes aNnjeA UOREAISSUOD JOMO] JXaU BU}

12 0 0z abed

‘uone|ndod uni-1ajuim 8109 ¥ ) e Buipoddns spaysiayem omy Ajuo Jo suo s| siy} Jey) Burjou ‘uoneasasuod apadwi Apuesyiubis pjnom uolsnjoxa jey} papniouod | HyHD [al

ubis pjnom paysiajem siyy Buipnjoxa yey) papnjouod 1 HyYHO [e]

*(95S1019X9 UOISN|OX DILLIOUOS SIY} Ul BN[EA UOEAISSUOD MO| B SE Pajeal) Sem abeians| mo| yim
Pa}eID0SSE PIOYSaIL) OILOUODS BU} PAPaIXa ey} SN[EA UOHEAISSUOD WINIpaw Jo ybiy e (g) Jo ‘joedwl [enuue [ejo} Ul 000‘L$< SNJEA UOIJEAISSUOD
Mo & (1) Joype sem paysiajem oy} PUE uoneAsasuod apaduw Ajueoyiubis Jou pInom UOISN|OXa Jey} PauILIB}ep | HYHD aUj ji uoiieubisap woly papnjoxa a1am (uoldiLosap e 10y }xe) Hodal 99s) ,06819A8] MO|, SE PalUSP! SPOUSIDIEAN

‘(spaysiajem wealsdn paidnooo ou ale alay) ““a°1) wealisdn spaysiajem paidnado BulAIes Jopluod uonelbiw pue Buleal B apnjoul Jou SS0p pPaysisjem e ey} 8)edipul SIOpLUIOD AJIAI}OSUUOD JO SNjeA UOIBAISSUOD 8Uj) Joj syuelg

S9j0U3003

SUOISN[OX® JIWOU0Id O}

%88 anp jejigey [ednud se Umum_._m_mw_u $9|IW Ul uoioNpal Jusdied
%661 suoisnjoxe
° OJlwouods o} anp «UNQE_ JIWOUO0I8 Ul uononpal Juadiad
«9Q7" jejqey
§19'982'628 |eonuo 1oy pajeubisap seale Jo jJoedwl OlLIOU0 (B0
111'682'L$ SUOISN|oXa JO Joedw JILIOUOIS Ul UOIONPaI [ej0 |
ejigey [eanlo

922'115'9€$ 1ejqey jeant

se pajeubisep a1om seale [|e Ji }oedw| JIWOU0DT WNWIXep

- SUON - - 1£'€69$ LEE'S6ECS H (uesoQ o} [eBnoyse/Apues) JopLIoD BIqUINIOD JMOT
- SUON - - 9€'L$ 68'/$ ¥19'96.$ €12°'1€5'e$ H H Janry spswelipM/YBNoIS eiquinjod €0210060L1L ALLINVTIIM ¥3IMOT
- SUON - €2'6$ 0z'vz$ 196°081$ €E€'vv9$ H H 30810 8sooddedg 2021006041 ALIINVTIIM ¥3IMOT
- SUoN - 88°0$ 454 9z.'62€$ €9L'vLLS H H 39819 uosuyor 1021006041 ALLIINVTIIM 43IMOT
- SUON - - 6'9$ JAPAS 192'60v$ 6.5'sTL'L$ H H I3 sewexoe| JamoT 901100602} SVYAVIOV1O
- SUON - - 1€'6$ 16L'GLLS H o810 8|fe3 S01 1006021 SVIAVMOV1O
- SUON - - ze'0$ G8°L$ 808°€LL$ 818',26'$ H H JBAY sewexoe|d appIN 011006021 SVYAVMOV1O
- SUON - - 00°0$ ¥16'G6L°L$ H 1oAY SBWEMOB|D Y104 dA0ID 3eO €0110060Z} SVYIAVIOV1O
SUON - - 00°0$ Svi'/6S$ H oAy sewexoe|D Jaddn 2011006041 SYAVIOV1O
- SUON - - 12°21G6$ €LL'9ev$ H 18Ny yseme||00 1011006021 SVYAVMOV1O
919°269% paysisiem aijuz - SOA 88'€$ 919'269$ hl ¥o810 Ayjeulaqy ¥0.0006021L ALIINVTIIM 37adIN
- SUoN - - 8T'1$ 9L'€L$ see'ses GS6'LLYS H W uewsasmoy 8050008041 Z11TMOD
- SUON - - 12°6$ 16°02$ Sv.'sez$ G15'18€$ H H ede|iim 1se3 ,0S00080L1 Z1ITMOD
SUON - 1€C$ £66'6v$ N J8AIY BlINOL Y104 yinog 9050008021 Z11MMOD
- SUoN - - 00°0$ 160°09L$ H JBNY udaIo G0S00080LL Z11TMOD
- [gqleuoN SN - 00'502'12$ 00's0Z°12$ €06'89€$ €06'89¢$ H 4] 19AI] B)INO | %104 YUON 050008041 Z11TMOD
- SUON - - 16°G2$ 9v'28$ 961°'622$ €00'665$ H W slijeld uosxoer €0500080L1 Z1ITMOD
- SUON - - Srze$ 60'ce$ 1¥5°1€2$ 9/€'02L$ H H JIoAIBSRY Bl 2050008021 Z11TMOD
€61'1£€$ paysisiem aijuz SOA S8vL$ €52°2€€$ W J9AIY UYL 1050008041 Z11TMOD
- SUON - - 00°0$ 62 vv$ §€1'219$ 019'8LL$ H H JoAly sndsiD Jemo G0t00080L1 Z1ITMOD d3ddn
- SUON - - 00°0$ ¥€5°169$ H Jany sndsig Jeddn 00008011 Z1ITMOD d3ddn
- BUON - - 9€0L$ 95°92$ LEY'065$ 996'2¥9$ H H [BjuOLS AB||BA ZH|IMOD €000080LL Z1ITMOD ¥3ddn
SUON - - 00°0$ €0CL$ 168'29¢$ 116'850'€$ H H Janry z)|moD saddn 200008021 Z1ITMOD ¥3ddn
SUoN - - 00°0$ veT'LLLS H 1Al ZJIMOD sisjempesH 1070008041 Z1ITMOD d3ddn
- SUON - - €6°99% 656°195$ H 19Nl BWElEY 10€00080L1 JINVMSLYIO/VIGNNTOD HIMOT
- SUON - - L1818 88'¢€$ GZL'09L$ 609'795$ H H 1BAIY SIMST J8mMOoT 9020008041 SIMaT
- SUON - - 2L91$ €2¢'128% H JBAIY SIMST Y104 Jse] G02000804L SIM3I
9TV LY6'ES paysiajem aijuz - SOA €9€l$ 9y Lv6'e$ 4] 931D uowies 6010008041 AANVS/VIGNNTOD J3IMOT
- SUON - - 18°€$ 608'2€2$ W Janry Apues semo 8010008011 AGNVS/VIGNNTOO 43IMO1
- [e]euoN SBA - szes £€5°86$ 888'0ev$ €08'926$ H 4] sauejnqu 86109 eiquinjod 20100080} AANVS/VIGNNTOO ¥3IMO1
- SUoN - - 82'8$ ¥02'00v$ H Janry [eBnoysey 9010008041 AAQNVS/VISANNTOO ¥3aMO1
ZLL'9e6 LS paysiajem aijuz - SOA [43 %42 ZLL'9e6'L$ W J9AIY Uny |Ing G0100080Z} AANVS/VIGNNTOD J3IMOT
- SUON - - G5°6$ v.°6$ 65'651$ ¥56'091$ H W Janry Apues s|ppin 010008021 AGNVS/VIGNNTOO 43IMO1
SuoN - €1°0$ 880°0LL$ H Jary Apues Jaddn €01L00080.} AQNVS/VISINNTOO ¥3MO
- SUoN - - ¥5'9$ 6.5'VLL$ H Jany Bezbiz 2010008021 AANVS/VIGNNTOD ¥3IMOT
- SUON - - 78'8$ Loe'vee$ H 19Nl uowies 101000802} AANVS/VIGNNTOD J3IMOT
- SUON - - £5'6$ 60°L1$ €19'2/2$ £50'€8Z$ H W }e0.1) 8|Beg/eIquinjod aIpPIN €16010£0L1 JOOH/NVIFINNTOD 31adIN
02 LLES Auo seuejnguL SBA - €0'v$ ¥5'6$ ¥0z'LLE$ 08'06€$ H 1 o810 sAei9/eIquInjoD SIPPIN 2150102021 JOOH/VIGNNTOD 31adIn
- SUON - vLLLS GL1'6LL$ H JBAIY PUI 1160102041 AOOH/NVIGNNTOD 31adiN
- SUON - - 65°CL$ 226 L' LS H J3AY poOH 8050102041 JOOH/NVIGNNTOD 31adiN
- SUON - - cv'ees 0£9's62$ H 1Al POOH 3104 }SOM 1060100} JOOH/NVIEINNTOD 31adIN
- SUON - - £0'v6$ 665°269$ H J9ARY POOH X104 jseq 9050102041 dOOH/NVIFINNTOD 31adln

SUOISN|OXJ WIOJ} PapN|oX3 Baly UOISN|dXJ JO}  uoISN|IX3 ejdes ejdes joedwy) joedw| ~obeiana » dopLuod paysiajem aweN paysiajep apo) sweN uiseqqng
joedw| olwouod3 a|qiB13 Aluo 1oy ajqibg | sad joedwy Jad joedwy) Kenquy |ejo) |enuuy Mo fyAnosuuos  Buneubisap uonesyiuap|
u] uonoNpay -soueNqu]  paysiajepy Kenqu)l  [esoT [enuuy |enuuy Buneubisap Jo Jjauag paysisjepy
aiug |eso] jenuuy jo jyauag
jejiqeH [ednlu) se uoneubisag wody sjoedw| o1wouod3 sBuney anjeA uoljeAlasuod sealy paidnaosQ

uoISN|oX3 10} SPAYSIAYE JO uolelapisuo) (g)(q)y uondes vs3

ejdes Jad |20 pue ‘Ajuo-Aieynqu] ‘|ejo] |enuuy

‘paysiarem Joafqns sy} puokaq syoedwi Jo syoedwi [euoibas aaey 0} AlyIlun pue ‘@doos uj pauluod Ajjeoiyde6osB SaIIAIOR )M PaIBIOOSSE S)S00 8Uj} J08)j81 Sjoedull DJWOU0D (8207 *(S)JOpLI0D AJAROBULOD

BU} UIM Pa)eIo0SSE JSOO BU} SSO| PaYSIS}eM B IO} }SOO [JO} [BNUUE 8Y) sjussaidas sarenquy Jo joedwi ojwouods oy “(uosiad Jad Jeak Jad ($) siejjop *S'n ul) suoe)nsuod Jo 3soo [enuue ejided Jad ay} se pue ‘(Jeak Jad ($) siejiop "S'n ul)
SUONE)NSUOD / UOII8S JOy sajoadg pasebuepud Jo 100 [enuue [ejo} 8y} Se papodal aie sjoedui ojwWouodT “jejqey uonelbiw pue Buuess Buyeubisep Jo Jyeuag UOIBAIBSUOD 8y} S108|4al JopLI0d AJAROBULO0D By} Joj Bupel ay] Ajuo seuenqgu} 8y}
Buneubisep Jo Jyauaq sy} s1os|el Bules ay) ‘spaysiajem paidnooo Jayjo BUIAISS JOPLU0D AJAIOBUUOD B SBPNoUl PBYSISIEM BU} 8J8UM SBSED Ul JO ‘paysialem aiijus ay} Joj uoleubissp Jo Jyauaq ay} sjoajyal paysiajem e 1oj Buljel anjea UoieAISSUOD
ayl (NS3) Nun ueoyubis Ajlieuonn|oAT pesy|as)s JaAly BIquIN|oD JomoT 8y} Aq paidnodo spaysiajem plal-Uil Joj SUOISN[oXa pue ‘sjoedu] 2jWouo09s ‘sBuljel an[eA-UOIBAISSUOD ‘NST Peay|aa)s JOAIY elquinjod Jamo *L1°d d|qel




12 4o Lz abed

‘uiseqqns JaAry Buippngd au} u jejiqey Bulieas pue Buiumeds jsaq pue uni peay|as)s 1sabie| U} SUIBJUOD PaYSISIEM SIU} Jey} SSI00SIOPUN JUSWISSISSE PAYSISIEM Jusdal B jey) Buljou ‘uoleAIasuod apadwi Ajuesyiubls pinom uoISnjoxa Jey) papnjouod | HyHD [a]

‘suonpendod Aseynquy (apisises) apeoase ay) wiey jJusas olydosseled e pnoys SysU UOROUNXS Jayng djay Aew JoAry sjnwenonT ay) ul jeygey peaidsapim AjaAie|as ay) jeyy Buiou ‘uoneaiasuoo apadwi Apuesyiubls pinom uoisnjoxe Jey) papnjouod | HyHD [e]

*(9S1019X8 UOISN|OXd JIWOUOID SIY} Ul SNJEA UOIBAISSUOD MO| B SE pajeal} Sem abeions| moj

IM PBUSIS}EM SN|EA UOIEAISSUOD

wnipaw e ““6°9) Bunes anjeA UONBAISSUOD JOMO| }XaU S} UM PJBID0SSE P|oYSaly) OILUOUODS S} PAPaIXa Jey) aN|eA UONBAISSUOD wnipaw Jo ybiy e () Jo ‘Joedwi [enuue [e]o} Ul 000‘L$< SNjeA UOIBAISSUOD MO] & (|)
Jay)le sem paysiajem sy} PUE uoljeAlasuod apadwi AjJuediubis Jou pjnom UoISn|oxa Jey) paulwididp | ¥YHD 9y} ji uoneubisap wolj papnjoxa aiam (uonduosap e o) 1xa) Jodal aas) ,06e19A8| MO|, S Paluap! SPAUSISIEAN ..
‘(spaysiayem weassdn paidnooo ou aie alay) “a°1) wealysdn spaysiarem paidnooo Buialas JopLuod uolelbiw pue Buleal e apnjoul Jou S0P PaySIa}em e ey} S)edIpul SIOPLLIOD AJIAIDBUUOD JO SN[EA UOIJBAISSUOD 8y} Jo) syue|g

S9j0U}004

%662 SUOISN|OX3 DJWIOUO0Dd 0} aNp Jejiqey

° |eonuo se pajeubisap Sa|iW Ul UONONPal Jusdlad
%962 SUOISN|OX8 DIWOU0JD

° 0} anp joeduwi OIWOUOY3 Ul UOKINPal JUdIad
‘g 1eNqgeY [EORLO
862'159'0L$ Jo} pajeubisap seale Jo joedwl OILOUOIS [€j0 |
6.9'88Y'v$ suoIsSN|oxa Jo j1oedwi OILIOUODS Ul UOIONPal [ej0 |
ot Jeyqey [eduo se pajeubisap
LIGBEL'SIS aJom seale |[e Ji joedw| 91WOU0IT WNWIXep

- SUON - - 10°€69$ LE€'S6€'2$ H (ue8d(Q 0} BYOWE|IIAN) JOPLIOD EIGUIN|OD JOMOT
- SUON - - ¥8'.$ 009'v€L°2$ H Janry epawel|ipN/ybnols eiquinjod €0210060.1 JLIINVTIIM 43MOT
- SUON - - 0z'ves$ TLE'EIS H o919 asooddedg 20210060.L JLLIAYTTUM HIMOT
- SUON - - oL'z$ 9EY'¥8ES H @81 uosuyor 10Z10060Z1 JLIINVTIIM 43N0
908'99.$ paysieiem aipu3 - SOA 08'1l$ 8.'¢$ 2/8'98€$ 908'99/$ W 1 JoAIY unelen Jamor S0010060LL NILYIVNL
816'865$ paysisiem aijuz - SOA 68'1$ 902$ L€2'9YS5$ 816'865$ W 1 JBAIY une[en | Hee10 00y ¥0010060Z1 NILYIVNL
9lz'Loes paysisjem aiju3 - SOA 81'09$ 91Z°L0eS 1 #9819 suibboog €0010060LL NILYIVNL
- SUON - - 88'8$ 0.'6$ 656'061$ €61°202$ W 4] 3981] s9en 200100604} NILVYIVNL
626'v2€$ paysiejem aipu3 - SOA 229$ 626'v2€$ 1 ¥e210 Aiieg 10010060LL NILYIVNL
- SUON - - 68'S$ 21'9% LLE€2L$ L6’ 22L$ H W 19N B|[E|O}\ JaMOT 906000601 ONIAANd/VTIVION
- SUON - - 1928 115'8LL$ H Janry ejlejoy Jaddn G0600060Z } ONIQaNd/vTIvVION
220'5LL$ AluQ seueINquL SOA - 80'v$ LS'v$ 220'5LL$ 29z'L2L$ W al 39810 [IIINA1981D [BddUSS 06000601 ONIAANd/VTIVION
yv0'LZL$ paysiejem aiju3 - SOA ANAYY r0'1ZL$ 1 JaAry Buippndpiesi) 300y £0600060Z } ONIQANd/NvTIVION
085'90L$ AluQ seueINquL SOA - €5'1L$ sseLs 085'901$ ,18'ceL$ N 1 Janry Buippnd/yesi) aung 206000604} ONIAANd/VTIVION
- [g]euoN - SOA 12°61$ 6.9'708$ W JaAry Buippndieai) enbigy 10600060.1 ONIQaNd/vTIvVION
6€0'8YL$ AluQ seueINqUL SOA - SS'v$ 69'G$ 6£0'8YL$ /81'681$ 4] 1 JOAIY [lIyweA 1208000604} TIHAVA
961'G0ES paysiejem aimu3 - SOA 10°€2$ 961'G0E$ 1 JOARY [IlYWeEA YHON 90800060.1 TIHAYA
¥19'681$ paysisiem aiju3z - SOA S8'LY$ ¥19'681$ 1 JBAY [IlYWEA yinos/eeI) Jes G0800060Z} TIHAVA
v2£°0L$ Auo seueInguL SOA - v2'.$ 6L21$ v.LE°0L$ €6L2LLS SBA N 1 JOARY [IIYWEA YINOS JoMoT] #0800060.L1 TIHAYA
Zve'60L$ paysisiem aiju3z - SOA 65°9¢$ Zre'60L$ al €0800060Z} TIHAVA
0S9°'LLLS paysiejem aipu3 - SOA 0€'9$ 059°LLLS 1 %9310 Bulwe(lim 20800060.L1 TIHAYA
- SUON - - 1G°€L$ 6L2°20L$ W JaAlY |IIlyweA yinog Jaddn 108000604} TIHAVA
¥61°€0€$ Ajuo sauenguL SOA - 1628 88'c$ ¥61'€0€$ 050'269$ H bl Yoau9 Ayjeuseqy #0200060L1L JLIIAVTIIM 37aAIN
910'657$ AluQ seueINquL SOA - 62'2$ 96'¢$ 910'65v$ 80€'€2G$ H hl 981D WIIBYBYD/IBAY SpBsWe||IM €0200060Z1 AL1IIANVTIIM 3T7aAIN
¥02'92€$ Auo seueINquL SOA - £7'8$ 61°6$ ¥0.°92€$ 29v'zses H 1 39910 ||l 20.00060LL JLIIAVTIIM 37adIN
G/6'8€L$ AluQ seueInquL SOA - 65°2$ €8vL$ G/6'8€L$ 012'19.$ H 1 JBAIY BpBwe|IM/ARRID (1IN 10£00060Z} AL1IIANVTIIM 3T7aAIN
- SUON - - 56'02$ 96€°62$ H ¥oa19 Asjim 80900060.L WVILNVS HLNOS
- SUON - - 10'0$ 0e'C$ 6% vSv'L$ H H JI0AI8SBY 181S04 /19Nl Wenues yinog 1090006041 VILNVS HLNOS
- SuoN - - Le'2s$ 162'225$ H JoAly wenues yinog 90900060.L WVILNVS HLNOS
- SUON - - L v$ 0,1'G6$ H 3981 sewoy €0900060Z1 NVILNVS HLNOS
- SuoN - - 05°0$ SL¥'9LLS H %9310 9d4qeld 20900060} WVILNVS HLNOS
- SUON - - Les 19'¢$ 687'9LL$ S¥0'eSL$ H H JBAIY Wenues yinosgeald uojiwe 109000604} WVILNVS HLNOS
- SUON - - ze6s 67°0L$ 8.9'LL$ 08€'291$ H H J9ARY WenRues YLON oMo 90500060L1L WVILNYS HLJON
- SUON - - 92'0% ¥22'00L$ H J9AlY wenues YUoN S| G0S00060Z 1 NVILNVS HLHON
- SuoN - - €0°L$ L02'6v$ H J9AIY Wenues YUON 3IppIN #0G00060L1L WVILNYS HLJON
- [e]louoN - SOA 08'8v$ 0LL'L¥ES W JOAIY dnwennT 90€000604 1 AL1IIAVTIIM d3ddn
- SUON - - se'Ls 18'v$ 106°'16$ 68€'8.2$ H N 39310 X0 +0€00060Z | JLIFAVTIIM d3ddn
- SUON - - SY'v$ ¥20'621$ H Janry eloodejen €0€0006021 ALLIANVTIIM d3ddn
SUOISN|OXJ WOJy  Papn|ox3 ealy UOISN|OXJ 410}  UOISN|OX] ejded ejdes joedw) joedw| «obeIana] » JopLI0d paysiajem SweN paysiajepm apo) aweN uiseqqng
joedw) olwouod3 a|qibig Ajuo  Joy a|qibyg | Jad joedwy) Jad joedwy Kreynqup |ejo] [enuuy Mo Ayanosuuos  Buneubisap uonesynuap|
uj uonanpay -sauejnqu]l  paysiajepy Aeynquy  |esoT lenuuy lenuuy Buieubisap  jo jyauag paysiajepy
aiug |eso] jenuuy 0 Jyouag

jelIgeH |eani) se uoneubisaq wouy
uoIsn|ax3 10} SPaysiajep Jo uonesapisuo) (g)(q)y uonoas vs3

sjoedu] o1WIOU0d]

ejdes uad |20 pue ‘Ajuo-Aseinqgui) ‘|ejo] [enuuy

sbunjey anjep UOHEAIaSUOD

sealy paidnooQ

‘paysiaiem joslgns ay) puokaq syoedw Jo sjoedwi [euoibal aaey o} Aj@yijun pue ‘adods ul paulyuod Ajjeoiydel60ab saniAloe Y)iM pajeloosSE S)S09 ) J09|)aJ sjoedul] 91LIOU0DS D0

*(S)10p1I0D AJAITOBUUOD BU} YJIM PBJRIDOSSE }S00 By}

SS9| paysiajem e 1o} }s09 [ejo} [enuue ey} sjuasaidal saLeNgL} Jo Joedwi OiWouoos ay| “(uosiad Jad Jeak Jad ($) SJejjop "S'M Ul) SUOREHNSUOD JO SO0 [enuue exdes Jad ayy se pue ‘(Jeak Jad ($) sJejjop "S'N Ul) SUONE}NSUOD / UOI0as
1oV se1adg palsebuepud Jo }S00 [ENUUE [€)0} BU) Se panodal ale spoedwi diwouod] “jejqey uonelbiw pue Buuess Buijeubisap JO JJoUS] UOIIEAISSUOD dU} S}08Ja1 JOpLU0D AJAIKDBUUOD By} Joj Bunel ay] “Ajuo sauejnquy ayy Bueubisep
1O Jyouaq 8y} sjoalal Bunel sy} ‘spaysiajem paldnaoo Jayio Buirles JOPLIOD AJIAIOBUUOD B SOPN|OUl PAYSIS}eM U} 818UM SISED Ul JO ‘PaYSIS)em aIjUd U} Joj uoleubisap Jo Jjauaq ey} sjoajjel paysiajem e 1o} Buljes anjeA uoneAIasuod

8yl ‘(NS3) Hun weoyubis Ajueuonnjoas pesyjesis apawel|iz Jeddn ayy Aq paidnooo spaysiaiem plal-Uyl Joj SUoIsnjoxs pue ‘sjoedwl 91LIOU0Ds ‘sBuljel anjeA-UOIIEAISSUOD "NST Peay|asls 1aAly apjawel|ipm Jaddn "ZL'ad alqel




A\

Puget Sound Chinook
CHART Watershed Ratings

171100040

1711000508

- 1711000202

1711002004

4

A
1711001806 _1‘{\$ r/
),
g
oL
[ SR
1711001803 ' -

1711001601

Legend N

Watersheds (HUC5) » %%E
CHART Ratings

B Hioh :
|:| Medium

0 5 10 20 30 40
] Low Miles
o




SO|IIN Mo _H_
(0)7 (0] 0c ol g 0 EEBEﬁHu
o [
S sBuney 1¥VHO
(5ONH) spaysisepm
GOL1L0060LL il M
70200060} puaba
N _
|
7
10Z10060.4 /
(
)
4
_5___
r

R
,r;ﬁ

90100080LL

60100080LL

202100601

10900080/}

01501040}

10€00080LL

705000801

10500080L1

¥0€00080L |

£0S00080.}

€0500080LL

A 6 .
| sbuney pausisiem 18vHO
YOOUIYD JOARY BIGUIN|OD JOMOT

-




Upper Willamette River Chinook
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Upper Columbia River Steelhead
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- CHART Watershed Ratings

]

1703000104

1703000302

1703000304

1703000306

1707010210

1707010509 1707010105

.
w . 1707010304

1707010 170701050

1707010303

1707020409

1707020408
051707020406
1707030702 07020305

1707030610

Legend

Watersheds (HUC5)
CHART Ratings

B High h
|:| Medium W E
I:l Low !

0 10 20 40 60 80
Miles




Lower Columbia River Steelhead
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Puget Sound Chinook
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Upper Willamette River Chinook
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Upper Columbia River Spring Chinook
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Upper Columbia River Steelhead
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Middle Columbia River Steelhead
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